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IIL_ Response Summary

The purpose of the Response Summary is to provide a summary of EPA’s response to the
comments EPA received from the public on EPA’s proposed plan and administrative record for
the Dual-Site Groundwater Operable Unit, Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites,
Los Angeles, California. This comment period was announced on June 26, 1998 and began

July 2, 1998. The comment period was originally scheduled to end on July 31, 1998, a duration
of 30 days. However, in response to a request from the public, the comment period was extended
by EPA for all commenters to August 30, 1998, a duration of 60 days. Because August 30 was a
Sunday, EPA did consider comments received on August 31, 1998. EPA held a formal public
meeting on Saturday, July 25, 1998 from 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM at the Torrance Holiday Inn. The
meeting was divided into two parts. In the first part, EPA explained its proposed remedial action
and answered questions. In the second part of the meeting, EPA received formal public
comments to be addressed in this response summary. The entire proceedings of the meeting were
transcribed by court reporter and are being included in the final administrative record.

EPA received two kinds of comments: 1) written comments received during the public comment
period, and 2) formal oral comments received at EPA’s public meeting. EPA is required by law
to consider and address only those comments that are pertinent and significant to the remedial
action being selected. EPA is not required to address comments which pertain to the allocation of
liability for the remedial action, nor potential enforcement actions to implement the remedial
action, as these are independent of the selection of the remedial action and EPA’s proposed plan.
EPA does have the discretion to address comments with limited pertinence if doing so would
nonetheless address the concerns of a significant segment of the public.

EPA is not required to re-print the comments of the commenters verbatim and may paraphrase
where appropriate. In many cases in this response summary, EPA has included large segments of
the original comments. However, persons wishing to see the full text of all comments should
refer to the commenter’s submittal to EPA which has been included in the administrative record.

Specific responses by EPA are indexed for convenient reference. These indices run consecutively
through the entire Response Summary, regardless of the section or commenter. Index numbers
are hsted after the symbol #&, Comments are shown in normal text, and EPA’s responses are

In some cases, a certain portion of the commenter’s

text is boldfaced in order to hlghhght the portion of the commenter’s text being addressed.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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As required by law, EPA held a formal public meeting on its proposed plan for this remedy on
Saturday, July 25, 1998, from 1:00 PM to 5:00 PM at the Torrance Holiday Inn on Vermont
Street. During this meeting, EPA gave a presentation explaining its proposal during which it
answered questions, followed by a question-and-answer period, and concluded with a period in
which formal comments were received into the record. The entire meeting was recorded by a
court-recorder, and the transcript of the meeting, including all of EPA’s and the community’s
statements, and EPA’s responses to the community, are reflected in the transcript. The transcript
is entered into the Administrative Record for this remedy with the Record of Decision.

EPA here provides responses to the comments made by the community in the public meeting
during the formal comment portion of the meeting. It should be noted that during this portion of
the meeting, some persons raised additional questions to EPA and requested a direct oral
response, which EPA provided. Only those statements formally identified by persons as formal
comments for the record are addressed here. EPA’s oral responses to questions raised during this
and other periods of the meeting can be found in the meeting transcript.

Comment:

...my name is Clare Adams. I’m a resident, homeowner...there has been nothing said by the EPA
that this area is dangerous to occupy for business purposes. It wasn’t what I planned to talk
about, but I want that to be clearly stated: This is safe. 'We can come here to the hotel, to
businesses. And none of the research that the EPA has published or anybody has asserted has said
that any of this area from Del Amo to 190" Street), from Normandie to the freeway, is not safe
for businesses such as take place here now.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Comment [Cynthia Babich, director, Del Amo Action Committee]:

[Is it true that] there is no health-based level for toxicity been determined yet [for pCBSA]? So it
could be potentially worse than some of the other chemicals that we’re talking about today, the
benzene and the monochlorobenzene? And you said a little earlier that when you were talking
about cleaning up all those other chemicals while you were doing the benzene and
monochlorobenzene, that it would take care of all of those except for this particular chemical. 1
would like to know what kind of work the EPA is planning to do to pressure other agencies, such
as the ATSDR, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, to come up with some kind of
a guideline for you guys as you go through that. We’d hate to have you come up and do all this
cleanup for one thing and find out it’s a dioxin situation and it’s something that would be much

WOrse.
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Comment [Cynthia Babich, Director, Del Amo Action Committee]:

We can clearly see from your presentation that the groundwater contamination extends into the
residential areas of the community. Soil gas is a concern...I think that when we start trying to
separate some of the issues aside from the groundwater, there’s confusion that if you clean up this
one little thing, that everything’s going to be pristine again and we can go about our way. That’s
not what’s going on in these communities...there’s a lot of different things affecting it...people

have a right to know.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Comment;

My name is John Carpenter, and I’m a resident of Carson. You seem to see where a 50-year
timetable is being brought up for remediation of this site, and my only question is, what is EPA’s
commitment or the involved parties’ commitment going to be if there are any technological
changes which would allow different processes of different remediation technologies to be used?

Comment:

Ms. Bassist suggested that with EPA’s toll-free number, we publish a menu of the steps that you
can take to get through to the people quickly if its during working hours, and also the extensions
of people working on the project.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Comment:

Chris Stoker, who identified himself as a concerned citizen, asked several questions about how
contamination could be found upgradient of the NAPL sources, or cross-gradient of the NAPL
sources, and wanted EPA’s input as to how it might occur. '

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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The following written comments were received by EPA during the public comment period and are
relatively short. It is therefore most efficient to respond to them in a single section. From certain
other commenters, EPA received written comments of considerable length. For presentational
clarity, EPA provided responses to these lengthy comments in the sections which follow this
section, one section to each commenter.

John Joseph Carpenter, Jr. of Carson, CA

Comment:
My name is John J. Carpenter Jr. My academic background is in chemical and mechanical

engineering. My interest is as a citizen of the area...Upon analysis of the presented data I feel that
the plan presented on July 25, 1998 is ill contrived and doomed to failure. My thesis is based on

the following:

. The study does not address the pCBSA plume and its effects.

. The largest plume in the study is pCBSA and it was stated that no health and toxicological
data exists for this material. Unless a risk can be factored in for this contaminant the
overall risk is at this time unknown for the largest known contaminant plume.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Comment:

‘There is a statement that pCBSA is associated with DDT production which conflicts with a

statement that pCBSA is widely distributed. There were not a large number of DDT
manufacturing facilities. Is this material being seen just a long-lived contaminant which was in
DDT used for agricultural uses which is now “background noise” everywhere?

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Comment:

Has any of the studies considered the proximity of the pCBSA plume to Dominguez Water
Company wells along Carson Street?

Comment:

This Plan is fatally flawed in that a commitment is being made to use current technology for the
50-year cleanup duration. This is my primary objection. Since it will take 25 years to effect
approximately a 50 percent volume reduction, why is it not mandatory to re-open the case every 5
years to assure that the best, most cost-effective technology is being applied? Every month there
are new environmental cleanup protocols developed and I feel technological options must be open
ended.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Comment:
My third objection is to that of equipment, maintenance, and life. ...

Most of the “environmental” equipment I see at remediation sites is poorly constructed with no
well thought-out engineering. It is just a bunch of pieces from catalogs connected together. Most
of the systems for vapor extraction at gas stations are unreliable and do not work 25 percent of

‘the time.

Comment:

Nowhere in the Plan do I see any provisions for an equipment life/replacement schedule. Since
the duration of this project is a 50-year window, how have equipment lives been determined?
Over 50 years in a refinery or chemical plant generally over 5 to 8 major change-outs of pumps
and equipment are the norm.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012423



Record of Decision 11I: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R2-6

Comment:

The logical extension of [the above comments] are that the most effective way to consider this
project would be to start it up for 10 years with the assumption that at the end of 7 years the
technology would be assessed and that assessment would drive the equipment selection for the
next 10-year increment. This is because the plant equipment life is probably only going to be 10-
12 years.

Comment:

The second great flaw to this program is that there is no up-front attack on the high concentration
NAPL zone. Due to concentration driving forces, the area of the NAPL plume with high
concentrations should share an equal priority for cleanup. This material with high concentrations
is the most easily treated. To recover 25 pounds of contaminant at 5 ppm concentration (weight),
25 million pounds of contaminated solution must be treated. Conversely, at a concentration of
0.01 percent by weight only 2500 1bs. Of contaminated NAPL would have to be handled. This
consideration does not appear to have been made for prioritizing NAPL cleanup.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Clare F. Adams of Torrance, CA and
Joeann Valle, Harbor City/Harbor City Gateway

Chamber of Commerce

EPA is responding to these two commenters together as several of the comments they presented
are related. EPA has noted the actual commenter associated with a given comment.

Comment [Clare F. Adams]:

I am writing you concerning the Remedy Proposed Plan for the Dual Site referred to as Montrose
and Del Amo Superfund Sites for the clean up of the water table.

[Comment resumes] This letter is in'regard to the site from the south east corner of the
intersection of Vermont and Del Amo Blvd. At the intersection of the City of Los Angeles and
the County of Los Angeles. The property to which I refer extends south to Torrance Blvd. also
in the County of Los Angeles. The postal addresses for this property, known as the Ponderosa
Pines, is Torrance, 90502. This property is just south of the land labeled a Superfund site, but it is
in the water cleanup area, MBFB. '

Comment [Clare F. Adams}:

Having attended your presentation on July 25, 1998, T have the following concerns:

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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[EPA should ensure that] ...actions taken to remediate the contaminated water table do not
destabilize the ground or cause a subsidence under the buildings which run along the east side of
Vermont between Del Amo Blvd. and Torrance Blvds. in the County portion known as Torrance.

Comment [Clare F. Adafhs,l: '

...actions should be taken by the EPA to make it clear to the public that the property listed as the
Superfund site is safe for uses involved with business and normal commerce. Further that the
EPA make it clear to the public that most of the land is clean and safe and may be deemed so for
purchase and development.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites ' March 1999
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Comment [Joeann Valle, Harbor City/Harbor City Gateway Chamber of Commerce]:

[The Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber of Commerce is concerned about] the false
perception of the community that this area is dangerous. This perception has resulted not only
from the labeling of this area as a Superfund site (although many properties have been deemed
clean by the EPA), but also from the information released regarding the water table correction
activities. Existing businesses have already experienced significant economic losses due to the
misperception of this valuable and viable economic area as being unsafe.

This area generates considerable economic benefit to the voters of the 37" U.S. Congressional
District and the 15" Councilmanic District of the City of Los Angeles, as well as the 2™ and the
4™ Supervisorial Districts of the County of Los Angeles. The declaration of this area as a
Superfund site has proved devastating enough. Now to have individuals and business groups
fearful of working or using this area as a result of the misperceptions resulting from the water
table improvements is intolerable.

We expect that the EPA does not wish to be, nor appear to be, the source of unwarranted
financial losses due to the nature of information released. For example, water table contamination
has nothing to do with surface land safety and that point should be made clear to the lay folks
who hear or read of EPA’s activities.

Frightening comments made on the record at the July 25" meeting clearly showed the
misunderstanding by the public even to the statements from the public that the surface area used
by business was unsafe. This perception must be corrected.

In order to lessen the economic impact to this critical source of businesses and jobs, the EPA
owes the business community every effort to correct the misperception regarding this area. This
is particularly so since the incorrect ideas about this area result from the EPA’s communications
with the press and others. We expect that the EPA must take a pro-active position to maintain
the economic viability of this area. To clean up an area while leaving economically destroyed is
pointless.
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Comment Synopsm'

Both the Clare F. Adams and The Harbor City/Harbor Gateway Chamber of Commerce requested
that EPA documents in the future correctly identify the properties in or near the site as being
either the City of Los Angeles or the County of Los Angeles with a mailing address of Torrance
or Gardena.
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3M Corporation and Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company

EPA received written comments from 3M Corporation and Goodyear Tire and Rubber Company.
The comments received from each company were identical in that one issued a letter
incorporating the other’s comments by reference.

Upon review of these comments, EPA has determined that they are not pertinent to EPA’s
proposed plan and selection of alternatives for groundwater for the Joint Site. EPA finds that
these comments are focused on allocation of liability and/or responsibility among responsible
parties, and on establishing these companies’ position with respect to such matters. In making
this determination, EPA does not wish to minimize the concern these companies may have for
these issues, nor dismiss their positions. However, the remedial selection process (culminating in
the ROD) does not address or establish Liability allocation, and hence such issues are not pertinent
to the selection of alternatives and this is not the proper forum for addressing them. Because
these comments are extensive, were EPA to address them here, it would fill this response
summary with lengthy discussion not related to, and distracting from, the matter at hand. As
stated in the NCP, EPA is only required to address pertinent comments in the response summary
[40 C.ER. §300.430(H)(3)(C) and (F). Because the 3M and Goodyear comments are not relevant
to the issue of remedy selection, EPA has chosen not to address these comments here.
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Preface by EPA:
In this section, EPA summarizes its responses to written comments provided by the Montrose

Chemical Corporation of California (Montrose). To a large extent, the original comments are cited
verbatim for convenience. Where appropriate, responses are given both within the body of a
comment as an issue arises, and at the end of an overall comment. Responses are provided first to
the General Comments, 1 through 18. Responses are then provided to the “exhibits” where more
detailed comments are made by Montrose, in the same order as the original comment document.
The response format is the same as used in the remainder of the response summary, except that,
because the comments are largely repeated verbatim, the Comment: heading is generally omitted
unless needed for clarity. The commenter’s text is shown in normal text.

Many of the comments made by the commenter are not pertinent to groundwater or groundwater
remedy selection. Some of these have been identified in the course of EPA responses, some have not.
In most cases, because the comments pertain to the RI Report, EPA has provided a response, even
though such comments do not relate to the remedy selection. This applies largely to comments
applying to soils issues.

General Comments

General Comment 1. “Theoretical’” Health Risk and Strong Institutional Controls on the
West Coast Basin Favor Plume Containment Only.

A. Hypothetical Risk

EPA cites high risk factors for cancer and other heath symptoms associated with the theoretical
human consumption of contaminated groundwater as support for the proposed 700 gpm
groundwater extraction remedy. See generally Joint Groundwater Risk Assessment and
Supplement; Proposed Plan, p. 42. However, the risk data are misapplied by EPA for remedy
selection purposes because there is no actual human exposure to any chemicals of concern, and
none is expected, proposed or reasonably foreseeable. In short, there is no present or future
pathway for human consumption of the impacted groundwater, and reliance upon a hypothetical
risk as justification for EPA’s proposed remedy is both erroneous and inconsistent with the
National Contingency Plan. The current cancer and health risk relating to actual human
consumption of the affected groundwater is, by definition, zero because no groundwater pathways
exist (and none will be created).
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EPA purports to overcome this analytical obstacle by assuming hypothetical future well
installation and human consumption in the impacted area in order to justify a highly expensive
remedy. The risk reports, however, more persuasively support the proposition that existing legal
restrictions on regional groundwater for the Bellflower Sand and Gage Aquifers should be
maintained, and impacted zones should not used for potable water. Even after implementation of
EPA'’s proposed 50-year, $30 million remedy, groundwater at and in the vicinity of the Joint Site
will not be used for drinking water because of naturally occurring contaminants and regional
sources of volatile organic compounds (“VOCs”) and petroleum constituents (e.g., benzene,
toluene, ethylbenzene, xylene, or “BTEX” compounds).

In short, EPA is justifying remediation of the Montrose monochlorobenzene (“MCB”’) plume
based on the reduction of an exposure risk that will never actually exist. Yet at the same time,
EPA is willing (and correctly so) to allow benzene at the Del Amo Superfund Site (Del Amo Site)
to attenuate naturally over hundreds of years, even though the hypothetical risk associated with
that adjoining plume is many times greater (if based on “maximum contaminant levels” or
“MCLs”) than that associated with the MCB plume. The fact of the matter is that neither risk will
ever materialize and therefore should not be used as a basis for decisionmaking at either site.
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B. Institutional Controls

In its reports, EPA appropriately acknowledges that legal controls have long existed regarding
water usage in the West Coast Basin, which includes the water-bearing zones in the vicinity of the
Joint Site. JGWEFS Report, Section 2.3.4, at p. 2-102. West Coast Basin water rights were
adjudicated over 35 years ago in 1962, and regional groundwater has since been managed by the
California Department of Water Resources (“CDWR”) as the court-appointed “Watermaster.”
Persons who have no basin water rights are prohibited from extracting water. According to the
Deputy Watermaster, Mr. Chris Nagler, the adjudicated “maximum sustainable yield” for the
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water basin has consistently been 64,000 acre-feet per year. Telephone conference with Deputy
Watermaster, CDWR, Aug. 27, 1998.

Despite three decades of legal control over the resources of the West Coast Basin by the State of
California, which has already prohibited the construction of wells in the vicinity of the Joint Site,
EPA assumes that existing legal controls may be repealed or seriously weakened, thereby allowing
water users to install water supply wells in or around the Joint Site. Such a hypothesis is
extremely farfetched, particularly since the same concerns that led to the basin adjudication in the
1960s are only going to become more compelling with time. A repeal of the current legal
restrictions on basin use would be tantamount to the abandonment of basin resources by the State
for water supply purposes. The basin would quickly be overused and degraded through seawater
intrusion. Telephone conference with Deputy Watermaster, CDWR, Aug. 27, 1998.

e
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Those entities which do possess allocated West Coast Basin water rights are subject to strict
reporting requirements to prevent overuse, further decline in groundwater levels and seawater
intrusion. One of the inherent limitations in determining the maximum sustainable yield is
potential seawater intrusion. Reinjection is-already used within the basin to maintain a hydrologic
barrier. The Water Replenishment District of Southern California also funds an “in lieu
replenishment” program that compensates holders of water rights if they agree to forego pumping
in certain years to maintain basin water levels through dry cycles. ‘Accordingly, actual annual
pumping in the basin may be less than 64,000 acre-feet in order to preserve basin levels.

The Watermaster monitors the water levels carefully and will continue to do so indefinitely. Id.
CDWR regulations also prohibit installation of water supply wells in basin areas with
contamination. See JGWFS Report at p. 2-103. :

Although annual water extractions may fluctuate to preserve basin resources, total annual yield in
the West Coast Basin has since 1965 remained steady. Telephone interview with Deputy
Watermaster, CDWR, Aug. 27, 1998. According to the Watermaster, even assuming seawater
intrusion could be managed, there is no anticipated increase in the adjudicated maximum
sustainable yield. Id.

EPA’s risk analysis suggests, however, that future water resource development in the West Coast
Basin will occur in a haphazard fashion, despite decades of carefully planned study of this water
supply. CDWR studies in fact indicate that the shallow groundwater in the basin cannot be
pumped in sufficient quantity to make extraction economical, and that the Gage Aquifer is not an
important source of groundwater production except in Gardena. See Planned Utilization of the
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Ground Water Basins of the Coastal Plain of Los Angeles County (CDWR, June 1961) (“CDWR
Study”). Any future water supply development is likely to occur in the vicinity of the Los
Angeles and Montebello forebay areas, where deep groundwater can be replenished by spreading
water on the surface of the ground, and at locations where it is convenient to pump water into the
Silverado Aquifer for temporary storage. Neither of these forebays is located near the Montrose
Chemical Superfund Site, and the Silverado Aquifer is not impacted by the Montrose Chemical

Site.

CDWR also considers the first zone underlying the Montrose Chemical Site to be within an
aquiclude, which means that water cannot be economically extracted. Studies by CDWR in 1952,
1957 and 1958 refer to this zone as a “clay cap,” indicating its inability to transmit water. See
CDWR Study at p. 42. While a number of wells have been drilled into the Gage Aquifer in the
vicinity of Gardena, CDWR considers it “unimportant as a producing aquifer in other areas.” See
id. at p. 61. The Gage Aquifer “exhibits moderate to low permeability and therefore is of
secondary importance as a groundwater producer in the West Coast Basin.” See id. at p. 132. As
of 1961, “few wells extracting from this aquifer supply water for domestic and irrigation
purposes.” Id. Because municipal water has become available throughout the basin, and since
area agricultural usage has been diminished, it is reasonable to conclude that reliance upon the
Gage Aquifer has declined with time and will not, as EPA suggests, dramatically increase.
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Of note, all current water supply wells are upgradient or removed (laterally and at depth) from the
Montrose Chemical Site and the impacted area. This is because wells have already been located
where aquifer conditions allow optimal yield. Having achieved maximum sustainable yield in the
West Coast Basin for the last several decades at current well locations, all of which are located
sufficiently far away from the Montrose Chemical Site and any impacted groundwater, it is highly
unlikely that new wells will be installed closer to the impacted area for “improved yield.”
Alternate locations of higher transmissivity exist elsewhere in the basin outside any zone of

influence.
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! Provided the MCB, trichloroethylenene (“TCE”) and benzene plumes are contained, maximum
sustainable yields could be maintained indefinitely without any impact from the Joint Site. Thus,
EPA’s arguments of a potential future adjudication of higher yields and new water supply wells
around the impacted area are not well supported by the history and characteristics of the basin,
and the law already prohibits the fictional risk upon which EPA justifies its proposed remedy.

1 EPA’s hypothetical risk analysis ignores the basic reality that water supply purveyors have made significant investments in
infrastructure to enable groundwater extraction from the West Coast Basin. There is no indication that such purveyors will
abandon these investments and move wells within the affected zone in the vicinity of the Montrose Chemical Site. Because
groundwater resources in Southern California in general (and certainly in the West Coast Basin) are utilized to sustainabie
capagcity, the locations of further well development, if any, are likely to be located near points where imported groundwater is used
to replenish the deeper aquifers. Such replenishment can occur at the Los Angeles and Montebello forebays, which are several
miles from the site, or may occur at deep well injection points in the Silverado Aquifer, which is not a resource affected by the
Montrose Chemical Site.
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Since it is inconceivable that the State and those who possess water rights would abandon basin
resources, existing legal controls represent the most certain of available long-term institutional
protections, irrespective of EPA’s conclusion that such controls are irrelevant for purposes of
remedy selection. See JGWFS Report, at p. 2-102. Accordingly, EPA’s risk assessment
hypothesis that California may (1) repeal or seriously weaken current legal restrictions on the
West Coast Basin over the next century, (2) degrade basin resources by allowing accedence of the
maximum sustainable yield, and (3) allow potential human consumption of impacted water
through the movement of extraction points considerably closer to the Joint Site, completely lacks
foundation and is contrary to well-established basin practices. EPA’s conclusion that only plume
reduction and an aggressive 700 gpm (or higher) system can protect the basin over the next
century is incorrect. In short, the basin’s yield can be maintained indefinitely and safely through
plume containment. '

Ee s

Montrose-Related Groundwater Contamination Presents No Significant Increased Human
Health or Environmental Risk.

Chemicals of concern associated with the Montrose Chemical Site have not contaminated drinking
water wells, and none is threatened now or in the foreseeable future. All domestic, commercial
and industrial water in the Torrance, California area is supplied by water purveyors who obtain
water from outside of the impacted area. Municipal water standards prevent water purveyors
from delivering water that exceeds state drinking water standards (i.e., “maximum concentration
limits” or “MCLs").

Despite the absence of any significant human health risk, EPA is proposing a “subregional”
groundwater remedy for the Montrose Chemical Site, effectively creating at considerable expense
an island of cleaner groundwater within an area of regional groundwater contamination that will
not be remediated for hundreds of years, if ever. As shown in Figure 2-14 of the JGWES Report,
contamination appears to originate from at least the following ten industrial facilities, all of which
are located within 1.5 miles of the Montrose Chemical Site.
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1. McDonnell Douglas (VOCs) 6. ILM (VOCs)

2. Jones Chemical (benzene and VOCs) 7. Mobﬂ refinery (BTEX)

3. Landfills (BTEX and VOCs) 8. Armco (BTEX and VOC)

4. Golden Eagle Réﬁnery (BTEX and VOCs) 9. Pipelines to the south (BTEX)

5. Allied Signal (benzene and VOCs) 10. Azko (toluene)

For Del Amo, EPA is proposing natural attenuation of dissolved phase benzene and LNAPL

% over the next several hundred years. Given the numerous, disparate sources, the wide-spread
presence of LNAPL and DNAPL in the regional groundwater, the inability to remediate many of
the sources, and the interconnection or interrelationship of the regional groundwater contaminant
plumes, there is no reason why the subregional MCB groundwater plume in the Torrance area
(above the Silverado Aquifer) should be restored to drinking water standards within 50 years.
Imposing such standards on only a subset of the region would produce no meaningful human
health risk reduction or other environmental benefit, and thus could never be cost-effective.

2 . . - .
LNAPL is defined as lighter than water “light non-aqueous phase liquid,” and DNAPL is defined as heavier than water “dense

non-agueous phase liquid.”
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General Comment 3. EPA Has Not Adhered to Its 1997 Natural Attennation Policy and
JGWEFS Conclusions Regarding the Benefits of Field Studies.

EPA states that it considers the commingled groundwater plume underlying both the Del Amo
and Montrose Chemical Sites to be “a single technical problem,” but it has evaluated natural
attenuation seriously at only one site—the Del Amo Site. There, EPA proposes that dissolved
phase benzene in the groundwater be allowed to attenuate naturally for centuries. As to the
immediately adjacent Montrose Chemical Site, however, EPA proposes a 50-year cleanup, even
though the Del Amo situation will continue to exist. In so doing, EPA has failed to comply with -
its own Interim Final Policy entitled, “Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund,

RCRA Corrective Action, and Underground Storage Tank Sites,” 62 Fed. Reg. 64588-01

(Dec. 8, 1997), and the guidelines set forth for further field study as articulated in the JGWES

Report, Section 2.2.5.1.

Although EPA has acknowledged in the JGWES Report that bioattenuation of the MCB plume is
indeed possible, albeit imperfectly understood, it has refrained from further assessment and has
actively discouraged any additional investigation recommended by Montrose. EPA’s 1997 policy
on natural attenuation requires technical analyses that have not been performed in their entirety at
the Montrose Chemical Site. In fact, the agency criticized Montrose sharply for seeking to
undertake such an evaluation. '

> EPA’s objection to further investigation in anticipation of final remedy selection is inconsistent
with its conclusion that the mechanisms of MCB biodegradation are “only:partially understood,
and are supported by a relative paucity of laboratory studies, and are even less-well understood
under in-situ (field) conditions.” JGWEFS Report, Section 2.2.5.3 at p. 2-85. EPA fails to follow
through with its own conclusion that only additional field studies could conclusively resolve the
issue of MCB natural attenuation. See JGWFS Report, pp. 2-85 to 2-88.

Under EPA’s policy, natural attenuationmay very well be an appropriate remedy for soil or
groundwater contamination, whether implemented as a stand-alone remedy or in conjunction with
other remediation measures. Indeed, EPA has emphasized repeatedly that its interest lies in the
“certainty” of the selected groundwater program. Yet it ignores the benefit of a full evaluation of
natural attenuation-which, being a natural phenomena, only increases the certainty that an
effective remedy can be implemented. The natural attenuation policy sets forth nine criteria,* few

8 In a September 10, 1997 letter to Montrose, EPA states that Montrose's various proposals for a study of intrinsic biodegradation
of MCB “were not requested or sanctioned by EPA,” chastising “Montrose’s intentions and timing for conducting these studies”
and finding it “unlikely that Montrose was suddenly stricken with a desire to run an academic study on MCB intrinsic
biodegradation.” See Letter from J. Dhont, dated Sept, 10, 1997, pp. 1-2.

According to EPA policy, the following natural attenuation criteria should be evaluated by EPA and compared to other remediation
methods.

1. Whether the contaminants present in soil or groundwater can be effectively remediated by natural attenuation processes.

2. Whether the resulting transformation products present a greater risk than do the parent contaminants.
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of which have been given serious consideration by EPA for the MCB plume before proposing a
$30 million, 50-year groundwater remedy that may mobilize DNAPL and benzene, and exacerbate
the lateral and vertical extent of contamination.

In the JGWES Report, EPA outlines three factors that may shed sufficient light on the extent of
intrinsic biodegradation to avoid heavy investment in field studies. The relevant factors to
consider are “(1) observational characteristics (e.g., spatial characteristics of the plume), (2)
geochemical/microbial indicators, and (3) an understanding of degradation mechanisms for a given
contaminant.” JGWFS Report, Section 2.2.5.1. In the event insufficient information is available
to assess these factors, as here, “then direct field measurements of the biodegradation rate must be
solely relied upon, and a much higher level of certainty must be achieved with such measurements
before it can be reasonably concluded that significant (i.e., measurable) biodegradation of a
contaminant is occurring.” Id. at p. 2-82 and 2-83.

While plainly recognizing the merit and appropriateness of field studies for biodegradation at the
Montrose Chemical Site, EPA rejects such an evaluation and is otherwise highly critical of efforts
to undertake such field work. EPA’s position is arbitrary and potentially excludes from
consideration a much more efficient and cost-effective remedy (or partial remedy) for the
Montrose Chemical Site. EPA acknowledges that existing published laboratory data suggest that
MCB is biodegradable and such studies “indicate the need for further assessment.” JGWFS
Report, Section 2.2.5.3, at p. 2-86. Montrose has advised EPA that it is prepared to conduct
such field studies, and it has even funded a preliminary study.

A recently completed 1997 Zeneca preliminary study of the MCB plume indicates that conditions
are favorable in the MCB plume for biodegradation. In September 1997, EPA criticized this
study as self-serving, despite the absence of any site-specific, independent analysis. More
importantly, EPA has been supportive of no further analysis in advance of issuing a Record of
Decision. EPA has declined repeated requests to participate in Montrose’s studies or otherwise
facilitate the design of future studies. Notwithstanding EPA’s non-compliance with its own policy
and disinterest in natural attenuation studies at this site, Montrose will continue to move forward
in conducting a MCB field study consistent with the principles outlined in the 1997 EPA policy
and 1998 JGWFS Report. Until this study is completed, EPA’s remedy for the MCB plume
discussed in the Proposed Plan is premature.

3. The nature and distribution of sources of contamination and whether these sources have been adequately controiled.

4. Whether the plume is relatively stable or is stili migrating and the potential for environmental conditions change over time.

5. The impact of existing and proposed active remediation measures upon the monitored natural attenuation component of the
remedy.

6. Whether drinking water supplies, other groundwaters, surface waters, ecosystems, sediments, air, or other environmental
resources couid be adversely impacted as a consequence of selecting monitored natural attenuation

7. Whether the estimated time frame for remediation is reasonable compared to time frames required for other more active

methods. :

Current and projected demand for the affected aquifer over the time period that the remedy will remain in effect.

Whether reliable site-specific vehicles for implementing institutional controls (i.e., zoning ordinances) are available.

©®
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General Comment 4. Adoption of Technical Impracticability (“TT’) Waiver Zone Is Fully
Justified. '

As provided by 40 C.F.R. Section 300.430(f)(1)(ii)(C)(3), compliance with applicable or relevant
and appropriate requirements (“ARARs”) may be waived where such compliance is “technically
impracticable.” With respect to the known DNAPL zone underlying the Montrose Chemical Site,
such a condition of technical impracticability plainly exists for affected areas in the upper
Bellflower Aquitard and portions of the underlying Bellflower and Gage Aquifer.

Cleanup of the upper Bellflower Aquitard is not practicable because its low hydraulic
conductivity, heterogeneous sediments and co-location with the DNAPL and LNAPL zones.
Therefore, the upper Bellflower Aquitard is properly included entirely within the “TI waiver zone”
planned for the DNAPL-impacted area. As a general proposition, EPA’s decision to issue a TI
waiver for contaminant-specific drinking water standards in the DNAPL zone at the Montrose
Chemical Site is sound. However, a 700 gpm dissolved phase extraction remedy threatens to
undermine the TT waiver zone by mobilizing DNAPL vertically, increasing the long-term risk to
deeper drinking water units, such as the Silverado Aquifer.

Bl
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General Comment 5. EPA’s “Preferred’ 700 Gallon Per Minute Groundwater
Treatment System Could Mobilize DNAPL at the Montrose Chemical Site.

EPA has selected the 700 gpm system as the “preferred” remedial program because of its
reportedly limited incremental cost and early-year plume reduction potential, which the agency
argues increases the “certainty” of the overall program. This analysis, however, improperly fails
to consider the increased risk and uncertainty associated with any pumping scenario that is greater
than a containment-only strategy (e.g., 190 gpm).

It is undisputed that the establishment and containment of a DNAPL containment zone is required
to minimize the potential for future release of groundwater containing high concentrations of
dissolved phase contaminants into the regional groundwater system. Hence, any operation that
increases the difficulty of DNAPL containment (either horizontally or vertically) creates higher
risk and uncertainty for the entire program. The higher the pumping rate, the higher the
probability of DNAPL migration, and therefore the higher the risk that the overall program will
ultimately fail to meet expectations. Hydrogeologically, the 190 gpm dissolved phase
containment scenario provides the least hydrological stress on the DNAPL zone, thus affording
the highest certainty of successful DNAPL containment, while at the same time halting migration
of the dissolved phase MCB plume.

Reinjection of treated effluent is also required at the Montrose Chemical Site to (1) prevent
increasing the downward hydraulic gradient; (2) minimize the increase in the horizontal hydraulic
gradient; and (3) achieve minimal drawdown in the DNAPL impacted area. Although the steady-
state model sirmlations suggest that it would be theoretically possible to minimize these hydraulic

-effects, achieving the required hydraulic balance to prevent uncontrolled DNAPL migration into
more sensitive deeper units would be extremely difficult to achieve at the 700 or 1400 gpm rates.
Nearly 100 percent of the DNAPL is located within the TI waiver zone. Uncontrolled downward
migration of DNAPL could therefore exacerbate the long-term impact to the deeper
hydrogeologic units, especially the Gage and Lynwood Aquifers. The 190 gpm system offers the
least risk to uncontrolled migration.
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The 190 gpm containment scenario also improves the level of certainty with respect to para-
chlorobenzene sulfonic acid (“p-CBSA”). -All available scientific evidence indicates that this
chemical is non-toxic. However, until EPA concludes that p-CBSA is not a chemical of concern
(a decision that the agency should no longer defer), it is undesirable to require the extraction of
elevated concentrations of this chemical from one location and redistribution thereof throughout
the entire remedial area via high-rate reinjection. Of the remedial alternatives reviewed, the 190
gpm system contributes the least to the extent of p-CBSA redistribution through all the water-
bearing units (e.g., Bellflower Sand and Gage Aquifers).

According to EPA, higher pump rates may also require up to two years of treatment of p-CBSA
prior to reinjection. As discussed further in comments relating to the fluidized bed reactor,
technologies for treating p-CBSA are experimental and not reliable. Therefore, a 700 gpm system
that contemplates an untested and short-term treatment plant for a non-toxic chemical materially
and needlessly increases the uncertainty of the program. The increased uncertainty attributable to
DNAPL migration and p-CBSA redistribution plainly outweigh the marginal advantage assigned
by EPA to early-year plume reduction.

Although not discussed in EPA’s documents or analysis, aggressive pumping requires more
infrastructure and imposes increasingly more risk of catastrophic failure associated with the
additional pipelines, wells and increased access by workers to public streets in down-gradient
areas. EPA does not adequately consider the increased hazard of operating an extensive system
of numerous off-site extraction and reinjection wells. However, the various issues of p-CBSA
reinjection and redistribution, safety, and catastrophic mechanical failure become more
manageable with decreasing pump rates, and all are important considerations favoring a 190 gpm
containment remedy.
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General Comment 6. Groundwater Pumping At Higher Rates Could Mobilize the Del Amo
Benzene LNAPL Plume. '
Closely related to DNAPL stability at the Montrose Chemical Site is the 700 gpm system’s
potential for destabilizing other NAPL or dissolved VOC plumes at neighboring remediation sites
(e.g., Del Amo, Trico, Jones Chemical, and McDonnell Douglas). Of these sites, the most critical
is the Del Amo Site, where EPA is recommending intrinsic biodegradation as the prime remedial
agent for benzene, a remedial plan that requires minimal disturbance of the groundwater
environment to afford bacteria the opportunity to degrade chemicals naturally.

EPA acknowledges that higher pumping and reinjection rates may alter hydraulic gradients in the
Del Amo benzene plume and diminish the overall effectiveness of benzene biodegradation.
JGWEFS Report, Section 5.3.2 at pp. 5-64, 5-69. The “spreading of benzene in response to
chlorobenzene pumping could be severe because of the long time frame required for the [MCB]
remedy.” Id. at p. 5-69. EPA states that any scenario that does not model the inherent tension
between active MCB pumping and benzene isolation, the very situation here, achieves “lower
level of certainty.” Id. at p. 5-69.

Having noted this dilemma, EPA nonetheless chooses the less certain path, electing to undertake
no_modeling of the situation and simply “assuming” long-term benzene isolation. See JGWFS
Report, Section 5.4.4.2, at p. 5-102. The agency also concludes that actual benzene migration
could “deviate” from EPA assumptions. Id. at Section 5.4.3.3. Thus, the success of this joint
program depends in large part upon a high-risk $30 million agency “assumption,” which if
incorrect, may only exacerbate benzene conditions and lead to even more expensive corrective
action.

i
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Furthermore, extraction at rates greater than 190 gpm would result in increasing inefficiencies:
Specifically, during the implementation of the 700 gpm and 1400 gpm groundwater remedies, the
MCB plume will contract, and groundwater concentrations at outlying extraction wells will
decrease to below the cleanup goal. These extraction wells will presumably be shut down at this
point, as they no longer assist in the cleanup of the plume. Because of the reduction. in the
number of extraction wells, a 1400 gpm system would operate at-only 850 gpm after 10 years,
and at 620 gpm after 20 years. A 700 gpm system would operate at about 550 gpm after 10
years, and at 350 gpm after 50 years. Building large systems to operate at the.original design
capacity for only a few years is inefficient and not cost-effective, A 190 gpm system could be
operated at a near constant rate throughout its life, thus maximizing the use of equipment and
resources. : S
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The advantages of the 190 gpm system also fit smoothly within any future natural attenuation
strategy. If natural attenuation processes are found to be present at the site, as prior studies
suggest and future studies may confirm, the 190 gpm system works well with that remedial
option, as it provides a barrier against further migration of the dissolved plume while natural
attenuation processes OCCUT.

General Comment 7. EPA’s Screening Process and Evaluation of MCB Plume Reduction
Overlooks the Most Important Remedial Objective.

EPA’s screening of remedial options in Sections in 5.2 and 5.3 of the JGWES Report is not
premised upon the reduction in mass of MCB, as it should, but the volumetric reduction of the
physical dimensions of the MCB plume. See Table 5-3 at p. 5-54. In so doing, EPA overlooks the
fact that mass defines toxicity and thus risk. Because no human consumption of the groundwater
has or will legally occur, the agency’s goal of early plume reduction misses the principal objective.

Focusing on the fastest plume-reducing strategy necessitates, by definition, higher pump rates and
more expensive wellfields.. Mass reduction, however, is not so dependent on pumping rate. As
indicated in Table 5-3 of the JGWFS Report, mass reduction is less sensitive to pumping rates of
350, 700 or 1400 gpm over 50 years (82, 92 and 94 percent mass reductions in the Middle
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Bellflower C Sand, respectively), and the achievement of mass reduction flattens out significantly
with time. Accordingly, within a reasonable time frame, virtually the same remedial objective is
obtained regardless of whether a 350, 700 or 1400 gpm system is implemented, but the costs
differ significantly. EPA is thus selecting the more expensive path to arrive at essentially the same
result.

Focusing on the volumetric dimensions of the plume is misdirected because it is functionally
equivalent to trying to control regional air pollution by limiting geographically where vehicles may
drive and ignoring altogether tailpipe emissions. Mass reduction drives the toxicology issues and
should therefore take priority over plume-reduction goals. EPA’s risk contour analysis also lacks
significance if mass reduction is not given greater weight than the plume’s dimensions over time.
Once the priorities are properly reestablished, it is clear that the same remedial goal of mass
reduction could be achieved within 50 years at rates considerably less than 700 gpm.
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General Comment 8. EPA’s “Additional” Remedial Action Objective For Greater Near-
Term Reduction In Contamination Is Not Based Upon the National Contingency Plan.

EPA’s strong desire to achieve substantial early-year reduction in contaminants overshadows its
evaluation of all remedial options, regardless of the fact that under scenarios greater than 350 gpm
measurable progress converges in terms of mass or volume reduction through the first 50 years of
operations. JGWFS Report, Sections 5.2 and 5.3. In so doing, EPA establishes the “additional”
remedial action objective of “near-term reduction” of groundwater contamination. However,
there is no legal authority mandating accelerated early-year plume reduction, especially where the
impacted water will be unsuitable for water supply purposes indefinitely. See JGWFS Report,
Section 3.7, at p. 3-21. Despite suggestions to the contrary, the National Contingency Plan does
not measure “‘timely” cleanup on the basis of results achieved during the first half of a remedial

program as compared to the second half of a program.
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It is noteworthy that EPA’s remedial and natural attenuation program at the adjoining benzene
plume (and other regional sites) measures completion in centuries. With respect to Montrose,
however, program completion is measured in decades, with no compelling reason to draw such
expensive distinctions between sites. Near-term reduction imposes the requirement of substantial
additional investment in larger wellfields, with higher risk of failure and related safety concerns.
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As discussed herein, the larger infrastructure required to achieve higher pumping translates into
significant additional costs. The goal of near-term reduction might be more appropriate if the
remediation of the subregional MCB plume were the critical path in restoring the regional
groundwater system to full beneficial use. However, there is no foreseeable near-term use of the
regional groundwater for most beneficial purposes, and none is expected for centuries given the
existence of widespread interconnected plumes and strong institutional controls. In light of the
fact that the Montrose program is inextricably linked to the larger regional conditions, an
artificially expensive and aggressive near-term strategy premised upon an arbitrary “additional”
EPA remedial objective is highly wasteful.

General Comment 9. The Granular Activated Carbon, Fluidized Bed Reactor Technology
Proposed for p-CBSA, MCB and Benzene at the Joint Site is Too Experimental and
Uncertain To Be Considered a Viable Treatment Technology for Future Remedial Design.

EPA’s proposal to incorporate liquid phase granular activated carbon, fluidized bed reactor
(“LGAC-FBR”) technology at the Montrose Chemical Site needs to be screened out of any
further remedial design consideration, especially given LGAC-FBR’s highly experimental nature
and unproven effectiveness in the field. At the request of EPA, McLaren Hart undertook a bench-
scale LGAC-FBR study in 1996-97 concerning the treatability of p-CBSA, MCB, benzene and
other groundwater contaminants. See GAC-FAR Bench-Scale Treatability Study, Montrose
Chemical Superfund Site, Torrance, California (June 13, 1997). The McLaren Hart study
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concluded that full-scale LGAC-FBR units with reinjection, as needed here, have experienced
profound operational problems, making effective full-scale operation extremely uncertain.
However, EPA in its discussion of this technology, either ignored the identified drawbacks,
presented a different evaluation of the facts or implied that the problems were easily overcome.
Exhibit “A” to this submittal presents a summary of the critical issues and compares the
statements of EPA in the JGWFS Report with the actual conclusions presented in the McLaren
Hart study.

The McLaren Hart study could confirm no meaningful industry experience of LGAC-FBR
technology at sites suitable for practical comparison. In particular, McLaren Hart noted a lack of
meaningful operational experience within the industry of LGAC-FBR technology where
aggressive reinjection of groundwater is, as here, anticipated. - Indeed, bench-scale LGAC-FBR
studies confirmed that not all compounds in the groundwater were effectively treated, offering at
best only a partial treatment if scale-up could in fact be achieved. Further, existing chemicals in
the groundwater had a deleterious impact on the effectiveness of the bed-reactor. Based on the
bench-scale studies, it was not possible to conclude with any reasonable degree of certainty that
p-CBSA and other chemicals of concern could be reduced to levels suitable for reinjection under
the de facto state concentration standard of 25 mg/l. This emerging technology cannot be given
serious weight for purposes of remedial design because of its enormous expense and operational

uncertainty.

General Comment 10. EPA’s Proposal to Defer Indefinitely Agency Decisionmaking With
Respect to p-CBSA as a “Chemical of Concern” Ignores Available Data That p-CBSA Is
Not a Hazardous Substance,

Available studies on the toxicological effects of p-CBSA have indicated that the substance has
low toxicity. See JGWFS Report, Section 3.3.2.3, at p. 3-15. As acknowledged in the JGWFS
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Report, no lethality was observed in LD50 toxicity studies up to 4,000 mg/kg. Id. at p. 3-16. No
mutagenicity was found in mutagenicity assays. Id. No effects were observed in teratogenicity
tests. Id. No adverse health effects were noted in an animal 28-day oral toxicity study. Id.
Furthermore, p-CBSA’s actual water solubility suggests that it may have a low bioavailability and
may pass through a human body with little absorption. Id.

No p-CBSA studies are in progress and none is planned. Id. In addition to available studies, no
federal or state agency has promulgated drinking water standards or action levels for the
chemical. Id. at pp. 3-16, 3-16. However, in spite of this consistently favorable evidence, EPA
has suggested the adoption of a de facto reinjection standard of 25 mg/l for the chemical, based
on a unofficial state standard that is, in turn, based on an unidentified “provisional” toxicity value.
Id. atp. 3-17. This “standard” was, by EPA’s admission, used only as a potential ARAR for the
purpose of evaluating remedial alternatives in the JGWFS Report. Id.

The unfortunate result of EPA’s indecision with respect to the status of p-CBSA is that significant
uncertainty remains. The effect on the future of the program after redistribution of the chemical
in the aquifer by high-rate reinjection cannot be reasonably determined or addressed. See JGWFS
Report, Section 5.4.1.5. Indeed, EPA has suggested deferring any agency decision until a much
later (unknown) date, while admitting that it is extremely unlikely that any new toxicity data will
be forthcoming. Id.

At a minimum, EPA’s failure to determine that p-CBSA is not a chemical of concern for purposes
of the Montrose Chemical Site needlessly increases the cost of the program without any
quantifiable benefit. On the weight of the consistently favorable scientific evidence, p-CBSA
should be eliminated conclusively from the proposed remedy as a chemical of concern. See
Exhibit “B” for more specific comments.
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General Comment 11. EPA’s Treatment of Groundwater Modeling Uncertainty
Potentially Skews the Results and May Lead to Inaccurate Agency Conclusions.

EPA emphasizes modeling uncertainties numerous times throughout the modeling discussions in
Section 5, Appendix B, as well as in other sections of the JGWFES Report. The word “uncertain”
or variants thereof are used nearly 110 times in Section 5 and Appendix B .and 34 times in Section
10. Despite stated concerns about the effects of uncertainty, EPA gives much more weight to
modeling uncertainties that could potentially result in actual program cleanup times that exceed
model estimates. In contrast, EPA either emphasizes to a lesser degree or fails to mention
modeling uncertainties that could result in actual cleanup times faster in rate than predicted by
simulations. These potentially favorable factors include the followmg, which are discussed in
greater detail in Exhibit “C.”
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Possible MCB Biodegradation - Even relatively small degradation rates can significantly reduce

the cleanup time compared to model simulations. However, no biodegradation was factored into
the modeling.

Extraction Wells Remaining Active Throughout Model Simulations - In order to reduce the

complexity of the modeling effect, model simulations were run based on the assumption that
extraction wells would continue pumping even after the plume had been cleaned up in the vicinity
of the wells. In reality, wells would be turned off or the pumpage would be shifted to particular
wells as the plume was cleaned up. Plume cleanup time frames would therefore tend to be gshorter
than the model simulations.

Agquitard Mass - MCB concentrations throughout the aquitards were estimated to be equal to the
average of the concentrations in the overlying and underlying aquifers. The sensitivity analysis
performed by Hargis + Associates suggests that if the actual mass in the aquitards is less than that
assumed in the model, then cleanup times would be considerably shorter than shown by

simulations.
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In so doing, EPA reaches the potentially erroneous conclusion that actual cleanup times will likely
take longer than the model predicts, therefore justifying a 700 gpm system because it provides a
greater margin of safety.

Given the full range of modeling uncertainties that cut in both directions, it cannot be concluded
with reasonable certainty that the cleanup will take longer than simulations predict. EPA’s
consistent view that any modeling uncertainty should be resolved in favor of higher rates of
extraction gives the false impression that the model is essentially marginally reliable.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012469



Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit : Page R3-39

Filtering out any uncertainty that has the effect of reducing program life has a skewing effect on
agency decisionmaking, leading to the selection of a remedy alternative (700 gpm) that is
! needlessly aggressive and expensive. '
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EPA further indicates that model predictions beyond 50 years are not meaningful to its analysis
because of increased uncertainty. See JGWFS Report, Section 5.1.4.3. The sensitivity analysis
performed by Hargis + Associates indicates that for most modeling parameters, the compounding
effect of errors are likely to be greater at earlier points in the modeling program, i.e., prior to 25
years, as opposed to modeling errors after 25 years. Further, the agency provides no rationale or
basis for establishing 50 years as the appropriate baseline for model simulations. The fact that the
adjoining benzene plume will be allowed to naturally attenuate for hundreds of years defeats the
urgency of EPA’s argument that cleanup must be achieved in no more than 50 years.

General Comment 12. EPA’s Cost Estimates are Flawed and Cast Doubt on the Remedy
Selection Process.

One of the major factors cited by EPA for the selection of the 700 gpm alternative for the
Montrose program is that the incremental cost of this option compared to the 350 gpm system is
reportedly modest with perceived improved early-time results. However, the cost estimates
presented in the JGWFS Report indicate significant mathematical errors, which alter the relative
costs of the various alternatives and cast doubt on EPA’s cost evaluation. :

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012471



III: Response Summary

Record of Decision
Page R3-41

Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit

Nearly 50 percent (15 of 36) of the cost tables contain errors, and these errors influence all
remedial alternatives. Exhibit “D” presents a brief narrative summary of the errors. An expanded
version of this cost information has already been delivered to EPA at its request under a separate
submittal. Although Montrose understands that all costs developed for the JGWFS Report have a
wide range of acceptable precision (+50 to -30%), the incremental costs between competing
alternatives should be reasonably precise for sound decisionmaking.
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As shown in the table below, the incremental increased net present value (“NPV”) cost over 30

years between the 350 gpm and 700 gpm air stripping system is estimated by EPA to be

approximately $4 million. As corrected, the incremental difference is actually closer to $7 million.
Comparison of Incremental Cost of 350 and 700 GPM Systems: :

Evaluated EPA Calculated Corrected
Alternatives Differential (Million $)
(Million $)
LGAC . 4.01 4.64
FBR 4.74 7.07
Air Stripping - 4.16 - 6.59

Using air stripping technology as an example, it actually costs an additional 41 percent to shift
from the 350 gpm system to the 700 gpm system, not an incremental increase of only 26 percent,
as mistakenly believed by EPA. :
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EPA'’s screening also prematurely eliminated the 190 gpm containment scenario. By eliminating
this-alternative too early in the process, the cost-effectiveness of this containment alternative has
not been fairly evaluated, and an accurate comparative analysis of the incremental costs of the
various systems cannot be appropriately and accurately prepared. To illustrate the potential
impact of screening out the containment strategy, the Montrose version of the JGWES Report
fully evaluated the 190 gpm alternative and provided a full cost estimate (a total 30 year NPV of
$11.39 million for the air stripping treatment technology). In contrast, EPA’s total corrected cost
for the 350 gpm air stripping system is $16.22 million. Hence there is an increased cost of $4.83
million, or 42 percent, to shift from the 190 gpm alternative to the 350 gpm: Furthermore,
shifting from the 190 gpm alternative to the 700 gpm requires an incremental cost of $11.01
million, or a 97 percent cost increase. ' ,

General Comment 13. EPA’s Application of Residential Preliminary Remediation Goals
to the Montrose Chemical Site Is Inappropriate.

In the RI Report, EPA compares site data regarding groundwater contamination to its own
federal toxicological standards known as “Preliminary Remediation Goals” (“PRGs”) for tap
water, although groundwater is not used for human consumption. In addition, EPA
inappropriately compares soil and sediment data at this historically industrial site to generic PRGs
for residential soil. EPA's use of these generic and conservative PRGs is inappropriate and
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misleading because it does not incorporate relevant site-specific conditions, gives a false
impression of risk, and may bias subsequent agency decisions regarding the need for remedial
action for soil, sediment, and groundwater.

EPA does not provide sufficient rationale for applying residential and tap water PRGs as the
standard by which to compare soil concentrations and characterize the magnitude and extent of
contamination at this heavy industrial site. There are no plans to redevelop the site for residential
purposes. Nonetheless, EPA provides no information to evaluate the relevancy of residential
PRGs, or the lack thereof. Nor does it discuss the use of alternate comparative criteria such as
the PRGs for industrial soil and/or site specific health-based cleanup levels, which may provide a
more relevant, appropriate, and meaningful comparison. In short, EPA’s use of such highly
conservative residential PRGs in lieu of industrial PRGs for an industrialized area that dates back
to the 1940s is mappropriate. See Exhibit “E” for specific comments.
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General Comment 14. EPA Erroneously Concludes That Montrose Is the Source of
“Chemicals of Concern” of Unknown Origin.

The issue of whether certain “compounds of concern” relate to former Montrose operations or
non-Montrose operations has been an ongoing controversy with EPA throughout this thirteen-
year RI/ES process. Numerous industrial operations, located upgradient, cross-gradient, and
downgradient from the Montrose property, have come and gone since the 1940s, which are likely
to have contributed VOCs to the soil and groundwater at the Joint Site. With insufficient regard
to historical alternative sources and decades of industrial activity before Montrose’s arrival, EPA
concludes that any uncertainty must be resolved against Montrose, thus attempting to hold
Montrose responsible for the presence of benzene, chloroform, tetrachloroethylene, TCE, toluene,
xylene, ethylbenzene, the dichlorobenzenes, and other chemical compounds in both soil and
groundwater. As discussed more fully herein, Montrose objects to EPA’s conclusions in the
JGWES Report regarding the origin of the various chemicals of concern in the regional
groundwater.
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General Comment 15. EPA’s Takeover of the RI Report Is Inappropriate and
Unwarranted.

On January 8, 1998, EPA served notice of its disapproval of the Montrose RI Report and its
intent to assume control of the RI process. Montrose flatly disagrees with EPA’s depiction of
Montrose’s investigation efforts since 1985, especially after having spent well in excess of

$20 million over the last thirteen years assessing site conditions and responding to EPA’s various,
often inconsistent directives.

RI Report preparation began in 1988. For four years, Montrose met regularly with EPA on a
monthly basis to review and prepare individual sections of the report. Montrose delivered a final
Draft RI Report to EPA in October 1992 and received no substantive comments at all from EPA
for more than three years. When EPA refocused on the RI Report in 1996, it explained that its
attention had shifted to other matters: “EPA appropriately shifted its priorities to address the
residential situation. These priorities taxed the limited resources that EPA had available to the
Montrose project for more than two years, to the point that EPA could not generate comments on
the RI document.” September 11, 1996 letter from J. Dhont of EPA to Montrose. When EPA
did in fact respond to the 1992 final Draft RI Report on or about January 29, 1996, its new
project manager delivered a single-spaced, forty-three page letter with comments on the draft
1992 RI Report that were so sweeping as to require virtually the entire 1992 RI Report be

scrapped.

EPA conceded more than ten years into the process that it envisioned a much different RT Report
in 1996 because “the greatly enhanced interest in this site by the community since the 1992 RI
draft necessitates that a greater degree of clarity and usefulness of the document be achieved.”
See September 11, 1996 letter from J. Dhont of EPA to Montrose. Accordingly, Montrose was
forced to prepare a revamped 1996 RI Report to support a then-anticipated 1997 Record of
Decision, only to be advised subsequently that EPA would likely seek a third, superseding post-
1998 RI Report. o

Although working relations with EPA’s project management have unfortunately been difficult
since 1995, the RI/FS process progressed in a meaningful fashion through 1995 and was on the
eve of remedy selection. The arrival of new EPA project management, however, led to the
implementation of a vastly different agenda, three additional years of supplemental assessment
activities, the expenditure of millions of additional dollars. Despite the extensive supplemental
investigation, EPA has elected to conduct no additional natural attenuation studies at the

Montrose Chemical Site.

Although EPA disclaims any responsibility for the enormous expense of having to prepare and
recreate the RI Report multiple times, this process has been prolonged needlessly by inconsistent
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agency direction, shifting priorities and community pressure. Even EPA’s 1998 version of the RI
Report continues to include the disclaimer that EPA remains interested in obtaining additional
assessment data and thus the current RI Report should not be considered “final.” RI Report,
Section 1.1. EPA indicates that it may collect additional samples from neighborhoods and sewers,
and thus this 1998 RI Report will be “significantly supplemented.” Id.

Montrose has consistently been interested in preparing a factually accurate RI Report to support a
sound remedial strategy. As discussed more fully in the comments below, Montrose continues to
object to EPA’s approach to the RI Report as not being faithful to the facts and simply designed
to improve EPA’s litigation position against Montrose.

General Comment 16. EPA’s Version of the Operational History at the Montrose
Chemical Site in the 1998 RI Report Is Speculative and Designed to Improve EPA’s
Litigation Position. @

EPA and its sister federal agency, the National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration,
have been aggressively litigating against Montrose for eight years, demanding from Montrose in
various actions over $1 billion in alleged natural resource damages, $30+ million for a partial
groundwater remedy .(excluding future DNAPL and soil remedies), and many millions more for
both on-site and off-site activities (e.g., sewer restoration, 204th Street fill removal, Kenwood
drain assessment work, and neighborhood relocations).

In 1994, EPA caused serious alarm within area neighborhoods by needlessly relocating dozens of
households because DDT (formerly the most widely used pesticide in California and the world)
was detected in imported fill material behind three homes. This extraordinary EPA response

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012479



Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-49

proved to be a costly overreaction. In the aftermath of the relocation, Montrose was left in the
position of having to litigate against hundreds of residents who were too quick to believe the
agency’s early assessment of the human health risk (EPA later concluded that DDT did not
present a significant health risk in area homes but nonetheless agreed to three years of subsidized
housing and permanent relocations). Compounding the adversarial relationship, EPA suggested
that Montrose purchase the homes of 204th Street residents and pay the costs for permanent
relocation of residents.

As a hostile litigant, EPA now seeks to benefit through the RI process and improve its litigation
position against Montrose by building a “record” of alleged facts and legal conclusions relating to
releases and practices at the Montrose Chemical Site from the 1940s. EPA has attempted to use
its administrative oversight powers to compel Montrose to accept as indisputable “fact” EPA’s
view of the operational history through “comments” and “prototype language” that Montrose
must incorporate as its own into the report.

> While trying to find a middle ground for the last several years, Montrose has consistently
objected, without much success, to EPA’s legal conclusions and revisionist site history as an
improper purpose for the RI Report.

While Montrose cannot compel EPA to remain faithful to the established facts in this
administrative process, it is not obligated to accept as “fact” EPA’s conclusions regarding liability
issues, its view of Montrose’s operational history, or otherwise accede to EPA’s efforts to
improve its own litigation position. Accordingly, to the extent EPA has rewritten substantive
portions of Montrose’s operational history since the January 1998 document takeover (the latest
Montrose version was prepared in approximately June/July 1997), Montrose-objects and disclaims
any ownership of or concurrence with EPA’s version of the operational history in the RI Report
(e.g., pp. 1-1 through 1-60), and specifically disagrees with the characterization of the report as a
“Montrose document” (pp. 1-3).

In lieu of objecting to each and every misstatement and false conclusion of EPA in the 1998 RI
Report, which would be highly inefficient and unworkable, Montrose disclaims those portions of
the report authored by EPA as an effort to suit its own litigation objectives. Montrose stands by
its latest 1997 version of the site operational history submitted to EPA prior to the EPA takeover
and believes it is suitable for remedy selection purposes. Unfortunately, EPA has departed from
the original purpose of the RI Report and, accordingly, Montrose objects to EPA’s 1998
substantive modifications as unfounded speculation and hearsay. Nothing in EPA’s version of the
RI Report should be construed as acquiescence by Montrose to EPA’s characterization of the

5 In its extensive January 29, 1996 comments on the October 1992 R Repori, EPA instructs Montrose as follows: “The goal of
EPA’'s comments is to direct the revision of the Rl Report. Thus, uitimately EPA defines the address of acomment not as a
statement about how or whether the comments will be addressed, but the actual revision of the draft Rl Report.”
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nature of Montrose’s site operations or releases of hazardous substances. See Exhibit “F” for
specific comments.

General Comment 17. EPA’s Fragmented Approach to a Comprehensive Site Solution Is
Highly Inefficient and Potentially Counterproductive. '

Fundamental problems have been created by EPA’s fragmented approach to the Montrose
remedial program. For instance, dissolved phase extraction seriously complicates the goal of
DNAPL containment. At extraction flow rates higher than 190 gpm (i.e., all plume-reduction
scenarios), the two actions have the potential to conflict. On one hand, an extraction well
arrangement is being proposed to contain the DNAPL, a critical action toward eliminating
potential releases of chemicals of concern to the aquifers. But on the other hand, immediately
downgradient, a much larger extraction system is proposed to reduce the existing dissolved phase
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plume. The DNAPL containment system must be designed to capture groundwater with high
concentrations of VOCs emanating from the DNAPL-impacted zone, and concurrently, the
dissolved phase remedial system must be designed not to overcome the DNAPL containment
system. This is a delicate balance and predicated on computer modeling of a very complex
environment. The obvious solution is to harmonize the dissolved phase containment system,
applying the 190 gpm scenario to work in conjunction with the DNAPL containment system, not
against 1it.

EPA also fails to consider how this proposed groundwater remedy at the Joint Site may conflict
with any future Montrose soil or DNAPL remedy. For instance, EPA’s proposal contemplates an
extensive wellfield, piping and treatment system located on and off the Montrose Chemical Site
for at least the next fifty years. Conceivably, this system may have to be deactivated or relocated
in the event of surface capping or other soil remedy within the next fifty years. There is no
evaluation of how future soil or DNAPL remedies may render this proposal highly inefficient or
impracticable. It would be far more efficient to defer any final decision with respect to
groundwater in order to coordinate any future soil or DNAPL remedy.

If, however, EPA declines to proceed with a coordinated multimedia remedy at the Montrose
Chemical Site, a 190 gpm system is far more advantageous because a smaller-scale system located
at the site is easier to reverse, modify or remove, if necessary, to accommodate a soil remedy. It
also allows a thorough evaluation of bioremediation, and minimizes wasteful future re-engineering
of the groundwater remedy to implement any future DNAPL strategy.
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General Comment 18. Miscellaneous Comments on EPA’s JGWFS and RI Reports.

Other technical comments have been prepared based on a review of the JGWES and RI Reports.
These comments address a number of accuracy, consistency and clarity issues. Attached as
Exhibits “G” and “H” are miscellaneous specific comments relating to the JGWES and RI

Reports, respectively.

CONCLUSION

Given (i) the absence of a significant present or future human health risk, (ii) the certainty that the
nature and extent of the regional groundwater problem cannot be fully remedied for the next
century, (iii) the sound agency decision that the adjoining benzene plume shall be allowed to
attenuate naturally for hundreds of years, (iv) the fact that increased benzene and DNAPL
migration will likely occur with higher extraction rates, (v) the fact that subregional groundwater
remedies could not, either alone or collectively, result in a significant environmental benefit, (vi)
the fact that there is no groundwater discharge that affects other biologic receptors, (vii) the fact
that significant mass removal may be accomplished in 50 years at pumping rates much less than
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700 gpm, (viii) the fact that the proposed remedy may conflict with any future soil and DNAPL
program, (ix) the fact that the West Coast Basin is operating at or near its maximum sustainable
yield and could be maintained indefinitely so through a plume isolation remedy, and (x) the fact
that the dissolved phase MCB plume is potentially biodegrading, selecting a costly and potentially
counterproductive plume reduction program for the Montrose Chemical Site would be a waste of
economic resources and contrary to the National Contingency Plan.

Based upon the foregoing comments, Montrose believes any Record of Decision purporting to
justify more than plume isolation for the MCB dissolved phase plume at the Montrose Chemical
Site is inconsistent with the National Contingency Plan.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012485



1II: Response Summary

Record of Decision
Page R3-55

Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit

RESPONSE TO EXHIBITS: Written Comments from Montrose Chemical, Continued

EXHIBIT “A”

Exhibit for Comment No. 9;: The Granular Activated Cai‘bon, Fluidized Bed Reactor
Technology Proposed for p-CBSA, MCB and Benzene at the Joint Site is Too Experimental
and Uncertain to be Considered a Viable Treatment Technology for Future Remedial

Design

In general, EPA’s evaluation of the potential capability of the fluidized bed reactor (FBR)
treatment system was elected to promote the capability of the system and minimize the
considerable drawbacks and uncertainties identified by the McLaren Hart study. The following
comparison presents direct quotations regarding critical technical aspects of the FBR system
evaluation from the McLaren Hart study and from EPA’s evaluation in the JGWES. Comments

are provided where appropriate.

Comment A-1.
General Applicability of FBR Treatment Technology to Site Groundwater

McLaren Report:

“While p-CBSA is biodegradable in a bench scale environment, other compounds present in
groundwater beneath the Montrose Chemical Site were not effectively treated. Hence, even if the
significant scale-up and operational issues could be overcome, the technology still only offers
partial treatment of the groundwater in the vicinity of the Montrose property.” (page vii)“From
the data generated by this study, it is not possible to determine realistic treatment goals due to the
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unknown effects on the treatment system performance from potentially toxic [biologically
inhibiting] compounds existing in the groundwater beneath the Montrose Chemical Site.” (page

7-2)
EPA Evaluation:

“A fluidized-bed process, utilizing LGAC FBR, was tested at the former Montrose Chemical Site and
found to be effective for treating the site groundwater.” (page 4-27).

“Although FBR alone does not appear able to achieve MCLs for all COCs, a treatment train
containing a FBR step may be an optimal process configuration for treatment of groundwater at
the Joint Site.” (page 4-29)

Montrose Comment No. A-1:

As shown above, the EPA’s comments were inconsistent and were structured to make a broad
positive statement while later in the discussion admitting that there were significant drawbacks.
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Comment A-2.
Treatment Efficiency of p-CBSA

McLaren Report:

“The study indicated that under low flow bench-scale conditions, p-CBSA is biodegradable using
GAC-FBR technology.” (page vii)

EPA Evaluation:

“The study showed that an FBR can consistently reduce the p-CBSA by at least 99 percent.”
(page 4-27)

Montrose Comment No. A-2:

It is undisputed that p-CBSA is degradable by the test FBR system. However, EPA’s evaluation
strongly focuses on the belief that because p-CBSA could be degraded in a very small and highly
simplified test, that reductions of up to 99% could be confidently obtained from a system running
at many hundreds of gallons per minute.
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Comment A-3.
Treatment Efficiency of Chlorobenzene and Benzene

McLaren Report:

“However, chlorobenzene and benzene were only partially degraded, ........ ” (page vii)
“Chlorobenzene was not consistently removed to below its MCL of 70 ppb and benzene was not
consistently removed below its MCL of 1.0 ppb........” (page 7-1)

EPA Evaluation:

“This technology also reduced the concentrations of chlorobenzene and benzene by at least 95%.”
(page 4-27)

Montrose Comment No. A-3:

EPA is suggesting that the FBR system is highly effective (in terms of percentages removed)
when in fact it could not consistently achieve the treatment goals anticipated to be required for the

Montrose program.

Comment A-4.
Treatment Efficiency of Trichloroethylene and Tetrachloroethyiene

McLaren Report:

” and there was little, if any, impact on trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene.” (page vii)

......

EPA Evaluation:

Evaluation of trichloroethylene and tetrachloroethylene was not discussed
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Comment A-5.
Adequacy of Study Data for Scale-Up to Operational Size System

McLaren Report:

“The study, due to the low flow rates used and the lack of sub-systems comparable to a full-scale
operation, did not generate data necessary to evaluate the feasibility of full-scale treatment of p-

CBSA.” (page viii)

“There are several important differences between bench-scale and full-scale GAC-FBR systems.”
”...... chemical concentrations at the reactor inlet in a bench scale system are much lower than that
of a full scale system.” ”......the bench-scale system used for this study did not provide a means to
evaluate biomass capture and handling.” "...... the bench-scale system employs manual control
[dissolved oxygen] , it is difficult to maintain effluent DO to the desired concentration.
Insufficient DO in the effluent can imply a deficiency in biological metabolism of organics while

excess DO can result in off-gassing of volatile organic compounds.” (page 3-3)

EPA Evaluation:

“Some questions may remain regarding the design parameters of a full-scale system based on the
bench-scale pilot test that has been conducted. This pilot test developed the kinetic parameters
for an FBR reactor degrading the COC’s in groundwater at the site. The kinetic parameters are
independent of reactor size and will be applicable to larger reactors as long as the larger reactor
has similar hydraulic characteristics to the bench-scale reactor. This is a feasible task. Water
treatment engineers have developed significant expertise in hydraulic designs for full-scale systems
based on small scale models and the same techniques can be used to develop a full-scale FBR
system for the Joint Site.” (page 4-27)
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Montrose Comment No. A-5:

The EPA evaluation only focused optimistically on the hydraulic design issue and ignored the lack
of data available about the effects of other toxic contaminants in the influent stream and the lack
of information generated on critical sub-systems such as contaminated biomass handling. The
issue of the adequacy of the study data for system scale-up is much larger than just hydraulic

design.
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Comment A-6.
Identification of Operational Problems

The McLaren Hart report identifies three primary potential operational problems, any one of
which could render the FBR system ineffective for the Montrose program. As discussed further
below, they are the effect of toxic compounds in the groundwater to be treated, the problems of
biomass handling, and the compatibility of the characteristics of FBR operation and the use of
injection wells as required at Montrose. None of these issues is mentioned or evaluated by EPA

in the JGWES.

Comment A-6.1.
Effect of Toxic Compounds in Extracted Groundwater on Biomass

McLaren Report:

“Groundwater underlying the Montrose Chemical Site contains various organochlorine
compounds including alpha-BHC, beta-BHC, gamma-BHC, and 4,4-DDD, which are potentiaily
toxic to the microorganisms responsible for biodegradation. The ability of the GAC medium to
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adsorb toxic (biologically inhibiting) compounds provides a temporary means for controlling
toxicity. However, break-through of compounds toxic to the microorganisms can lead to rapid
failure of a GAC-FBR ‘treatment system.”, breakthrough of the organochlorine pesticides alpha-
BHC and gamma-BHC occurred on day 35 of the test and the breakthrough event correlated with
an overall decrease in system performance.” (page 6-1)

EPA Evaluation:

Evaluation of potential toxic effects were not discussed.

Comment A-6.2.
Handling of DDT Impacted Biomass

McLaren Report:

“In most existing Envirex applications, this biomass is discharged to a permitted waste receiving
system (i.e. sanitary sewer) or removed by filtration. This procedure will not be possible for the
Montrose system.” “[A]t the completion of the bench scale treatability test, a sample of GAC was
collected from the GAC-FBR to determine if the biomass contained DDT. Results of the analyses
showed that DDT was detectable in the biomass sample. Therefore, ARARs would need to be
established for the handling, storage and disposal of biomass [estimated at 100 pounds per day
from a flow rate of 300 gpm] from a GAC-FBR.” (page 6-3)

EPA Evaluation:

Evaluation of biomass generation and handling were not discussed.
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Comment A-6.3. ,
FBR System Compatibility with Treated Water Injection Systems

McLaren Report:

“The presence of DO and nutrients in the GAC-FBR effluent will promote biological growth
which will impact downstream process equipment.” “[T]herefore, provisions for post treatment
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of the GAC-FBR effluent would be necessary to protect potential upset of downstream systems.”
page (6-2)

EPA Evaluation:

Compatibility with injection systems not evaluated.

Comment A-6.4.
Operational Experience with FBR Systems

McLaren Report:

“There is no operational experience with GAC-FBR available upon which to base a practical
evaluation of the capabilities of the technology in an environment similar to that anticipated for
the Montrose project. (page vii).” “[NJ]one of the systems reviewed had p-CBSA, DDT or
chlorinated VOCs present in their waste streams. In addition, none of the systems had tested their
biormass for contaminants or were concerned with biomass recharge or had permit conditions to

prevent biomass reinjection.” (page 6-3)
EPA Evaluation:

“The vendor, Envirex, has a number of installation at .remediation sites. Most of these sites are
handling hydrocarbons, including chlorobenzene and benzene. Other sites where FBR has been
used do not have p-CBSA in groundwater.” (page 4-27)

“FBR is a standard biological treatment technology utilized throughout the industry for treatment
of organic waste streams. The technology is well-proven and significant expertise exists in the
market place for its design, construction and operation.” (page 4-27)

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012495



Record of Decision 1II: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-65

Montrose Comment No. A-6.4:

EPA’s conclusion is that because other systems have been built for various purposes, it should be
easy to build a system that will be effective for the unique characteristics of the Montrose
extracted groundwater. The McLaren Hart Study, which consisted of both obtaining information
from Envirex on existing systems and interviewing a cross-section of the actual operators, was
unable to find even one system of similar size that treats a composite of chemicals similar to
p-CBSA, chlorobenzene and benzene (not just as a small component of a higher concentration of
other common hydrocarbon chemicals) or that being operated in conjunction with a treated water
re-injection system. The critical point is that there is no existing use of FBR that is remotely
comparable to the conditions expected at the Montrose Chemical Site and that the difference
between the characteristics of commonly used FBR systems and those expected at the Montrose
Chemical Site are potentially insurmountable.
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EXHIBIT “B”

Exhibit for Comment No. 10: EPA’s Proposal to Defer Indefinitely Agency
Decisionmaking with Respect to p-CBSA as a ““‘Chemical of Concern” Ignores Available
Data That p-CBSA is Not a Hazardous Substance

EPA indicated in Section 5.4.1.5 of the JGWES that during the remedial actions involving
groundwater extraction and injection, the distribution of p-CBSA at concentrations >25 mg/l
would decrease, whereas the distribution of p-CBSA at concentrations <25 mg/l would increase:

PAGES 5-73, PARAGRAPH 2: “It is important to understand the implication of injection on the
future distribution of p-CBSA. Specifically, the spatial distribution of p-CBSA concentrations of
less than 25 mg/L could increase over time during the remediation of the chlorobenzene plume.
Concentrations of greater than 25 mg/L should decrease over time because these concentrations
would be addressed by the chlorobenzene pumping. The increase in the distribution of p-CBSA
concentrations of less than 25 mg/L. would occur because of the locations of the injection wells
relative to the current p-CBSA distribution together with the possibility that the concentration of
p-CBSA in the injected water could be as high as 25 mg/L, per the state requirement.”

In section 3.3.2.3 of the JGWES, EPA indicated the fo]loWing with respect to toxicity of
p-CBSA:

“Currently, there are exceptionally few toxicological studies available on the possible health
effects of p-CBSA. The absence of chronic toxicity data, in particular, precludes derivation of a
drinking water standard; neither the federal government nor the State of California has
promulgated any drinking water standard or action level (e.g., MCL) for p-CBSA. Based on the
lack of carcinogenicity data, p-CBSA is classified in EPA weight-of-evidence group “D”—not
classifiable asto human carcinogenicity.”

“While these existing data would indicate a relatively low toxicity for p-CBSA, the data are
insufficient to support the establishment of toxicity values that would allow EPA to set
provisional in-situ cleanup standards for this compound.™

“EPA has evaluated whether additional toxicological studies are in progress or planned for
p-CBSA. Unfortunately, we have found no studies in progress, nor are any planned at this time.”

In the Public Notice describing the Proposed Groundwater Clean Up Plan, EPA indicated that
although they “do not currently propose to capture and shrink the area affected by p-CBSA
contamination at this time”, they may “reconsider actions for p-CBSA as new studies and
information on p-CBSA may be obtained” (emphasis added). It is further stated that “very little is
known about whether and to what extent p-CBSA has toxic properties” (pg. 13). EPA did not
mention the potential future implications for p-CBSA in the JGWES as they did in the Public
Summary. It would be extremely costly to attempt to recover p-CBSA at some point in the future
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following the implementation of the proposed groundwater remedy. The p-CBSA plume is
projected to expand to a substantial degree due to the injection of treated groundwater containing
p-CBSA. EPA should therefore resolve all potential concerns with respect to p-CBSA including
its toxicological properties and potential breakdown products prior to requiring an aggressive
remedy which results in substantial redistribution of p-CBSA. '

EXHIBIT “C”?

EPA Responses to Comment No. 11: EPA’s Treatment of Groundwater Modeling
Uncertainty Potentially Skews the Results and May Lead to Inaccurate Conclusions

Specific Comment 1

PAGES 5-12; PARAGRAPH 2: “In addition, the retardation in the migration of dissolved
contaminants caused by sorption/desorption processes, and the “tailing effects” that could result
from slower than anticipated desorption, matrix diffusion, or hydraulically isolated pore spaces, is
not fully accounted for by the model. As a result of these uncertainties, the model likely
underestimates the time to achieve the remedial objectives.”

EPA selectively emphasized those uncertainties that may prolong the cleanup time, which are
referred to as “tailing effects..” However, the time required for plume cleanup may well be less
than the model projections depending on which of the model uncertainties has the greater

influence.
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EPA incorrectly states that retardation of dissolved contaminants is not incorporated into the
model, further giving the impression that the model results will underestimate the cleanup time.
Retardation of dissolved contaminants js incorporated into the model.

EPA did not acknowledge that other uncertainties could potentially cause the plume to clean up at
a faster rate than indicated by the model simulations. These factors include:

Possible Chlorobenzene Biodegradation. Potential treatment of extracted groundwater using air
stripping or, to a lesser extent, fluidized bed methods could increase the oxygen content of the
injected water. It is likely that this would enhance in situ biodegradation of the chlorobenzene and
could shorten the overall cleanup time frame relative to the model simulations, which were
performed assuming no biodegradation. In addition, natural or intrinsic anaerobic biodegradation
may be occurring within the current plume at a low rate. Even a very low rate of biodegradation
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could significantly reduce the time required to remediate the chlorobenzene plume given the 50-
to 100-year time frames simulated by the model.

Extraction Wells Remain on Throughout Model Simulations. In order to reduce the complexity
of the modeling effort, model simulations were run assuming that extraction wells continue
pumping even after the plume has cleaned up in the vicinity of the wells. In reality, wells would be
turned off or the pumpage would be shifted to particular wells as the plume cleaned up, which
would improve wellfield efficiency. Plume cleanup time frames would therefore tend to be gshorter
than the model simulations because of this increase in wellfield efficiency. Although EPA appears
to acknowledge that the final wellfield could be operated in a more efficient manner than
simulated by the model, they do not acknowledge that this could in fact lead to shorter rather than
longer clean up times compared to the model simulations. (Section 5.1.4.1; pg. 5-11).

Aquitard Mass. Although EPA mentioned the fact that there is substantial uncertainty with
respect to the distribution of chlorobenzene mass in the lower Bellflower and Gage-Lynwood
aquitards, they apparently did not consider that this uncertainty could result in the model
overestimating the cleanup time frame. For the modeling, chlorobenzene concentrations
throughout these aquitards were assumed to be equal to the average of the concentrations in the
overlying and underlying aquifers. This method of assigning initial aquitard mass in the model
may significantly overestimate the actual aquitard mass and therefore overestimate the potential
cleanup times simulated by the model. H+A evaluated the potential impact of this uncertainty on
the model results (H+A, 1997), however, EPA elected not to mention these results in the JGWEFS.
The sensitivity analysis performed by H+A suggests that if the actual mass in the aquitards is less
than was assumed in the model, then cleanup times would be considerably shorter than simulated.
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Specific Comment 2

PAGE 5-13, PARAGRAPH 2: “Although achieving all of the remedial objectives would likely
exceed 50 years with most of the scenarios, the level of uncertainty associated with the simulation
of conditions over that time frame, and beyond, is sufficiently high as to make the (50-year)
results unreliable. Therefore, the evaluation of remedial scenarios with respect to the cleanup
time frames focuses on the rate of approaching cleanup as a qualitative measure of comparison
between scenarios.”

EPA indicated in Section 5.1.4.3 that model results beyond 50 years were not useable due to
long-term uncertainty. However they provide no rationale or basis for establishing 50 years as the
appropriate criterion for considering model simulations valid or invalid. The 50 year criterion is
arbitrary, since conditions could change over shorter time frames than 50 years or could remain
relatively stable over time frames considerably longer than 50 years. Because the model is being
used for comparative purposes only, the simulation results for the different remedial alternatives
provide a reasonable basis for comparison of long-term performance whether future hydraulic

conditions change or not.
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Furthermore, the groundwater basin has been adjudicated such that total groundwater extractions
by parties holding water rights are limited by court order. This indicates that the groundwater
pumping trends in the basin should remain relatively constant. This significantly reduces the
likelihood that hydraulic conditions in the West Coast basin will change in the future. Therefore,
the model results beyond 50 years can provide a reasonable basis for assessing the relative
performance of the various remedial alternatives.

Speéific Comment 3

PAGES 5-12; LAST PARAGRAPH: “The longer the simulated time period, the greater the
degree of uncertainty in the model results. There are two principal reasons for this:

(1) uncertainty in the input parameters (identified above) is compounded over simulated time
(e.g., nonrepresentative values of hydraulic conductivity or retardation coefficient affect the
simulated rate of contaminant migration, and, in turn, affect the interpretation of the time required
to achieve cleanup levels);

EPA’s characterization in section 5.1.4.3 gives the false impression that if actual aquifer hydraulic
and transport parameters vary from those used in the model, then the error in the model
simulations will increase in a compound manner with time.
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This gives the false impression that model error exceeds what would be expected under a constant
or linear error function, and instead increases in a manner similar to the way compound interest
accumulates, i.e., model error at later times increases exponentially compared to earlier model
error. This is not true. In addition, the sensitivity analysis performed by H+A and submitted to
EPA (H+A, 1997) clearly indicates that for most parameters, modeling error is in fact likely to be
greater during the shorter model simulations, i.e., prior to 25 years, as opposed to the longer
model simulations.
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EXHIBIT “D”

Exhibit for Comment No. 12: EPA’s Cost Estimates Are Flawed and Cast Doubt on the
Remedy Selection Process

D-1: EPA cost estimates contain mathematical errors for all chlorobenzene plume reduction and
treatment scenarios. Nearly 50 percent of the cost tables (15 of 36) provided in Appendix C of
the JGWES are affected by mathematical errors. These errors serve to increase the overall cost of
the alternatives between $0.3 and $2.7 million. The FBR and air stripping scenarios for the 700
gpm alternative are most affected, increasing their overall cost by $2.6 and $2.7 million,
respectively. A description of these mathematical errors is as follows:

D-2: Three of the cost estimate tables contained a mathematical error in the extraction piping
calculation. The indicated totals for “pipe & fittings, installation, & labor” and “electrical” did not
equal the product of the unit price and the number of feet of piping. These errors affected all 3
flow alternatives—350, 700, and 1,400 gpm.

D-3: One table for the 350 gpm alternative appeared to be missing a waste disposal cost and
subtotal for the cost of injection wells. The actual subtotal did not equal the value shown in the
cost summary sheet for this alternative.
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D-4: Two tables for the 700 gpm alternative contained mathematical errors in the capital cost
calculation. In these tables, several cost items are calculated as a percentage of total equipment
costs. The costs indicated for “Site Piping”, “Site 1&C”, “Site Electrical”, “Common Facilities”,
and “Building/Lab Site Improvements” did not equal the product of the percentage and the total
equipment costs. .

D-5: All nine cost summary sheets contained errors affecting all flow scenarios—350, 700, and
1,400 gpm. These summary sheets incorporate costs from other tables and then add indirect costs
as a percentage of the total direct costs. As a result, the 6 erroneous tables previously discussed
impact all nine summary sheets as.some costs are common to all treatment alternatives.
Additionally, any change in the total direct costs then-affects the calculation of indirect costs. One
cost summary sheet included an additional error in which the wrong cost table was incorporated
in the summation of direct costs.

D-6: Although not a mathematical error, the 700 gpm alternatives did appear to contain
erroneous injection piping costs. The injection piping cost for the 700 gpm alternative is identical
to the injection piping cost for the 350 gpm alternative. Clearly, the injection piping cost for the

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012505



Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-75

700 gpm alternative should be more than the 350 gpm alternative but less than the 1,400 gpm
alternative. With injection piping costs of $1.0 and $1.8 million for the 350 and 1,400 gpm
alternatives, respectively, an injection piping cost of $1.4 million for the 700 gpm alternative is not
unreasonable. Therefore, this error serves to increase all 700 gpm treatment alternatives by
approximately $0.4 million.

EXHIBIT “E”

Exhibit for Comment No. 13: EPA's Application of Residential Preliminary Remediation
Goals to the Montrose Chemical Site is Inappropriate.

Page 5-4, 3™ Paragraph:

(a) EPA’s use of Residential PRGs for soil is inappropriate. The stated rationale for using
residential values i.e., “use accommodates the uncertainty with the future use of the Montrose
Chemical Site” is unrealistic. The following revisions are recommended to clarify the limited
relevance and significance of PRG values, if the use of PRGs as a yardstick for comparison is to
continue:

“For illustrative purposes only, concentrations of specific contaminants in soil at all
depth intervals have been compared to EPA Region IX Preliminary Remediation goals
(PRGs) and other human health risk-based criteria. PRGs are generic (i.e. non site-
specific) risk-based concentrations that are used by EPA, and others, for planning
purposes in the absence of site-specific risk assessments (EPA, 1998). PRGs have been
developed for both residential and industrial soil. Although the planned future use of the
Montrose Property is industrial, EPA does not recommend that industrial PRGs be used
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for screening sites unless they are used in conjunction with residential values (EPA
1998). Therefore, both residential and industrial PRGs are used in subsequent
comparisons. The more relevant site-specific health-based cleanup levels (HBCLs),
developed as part of the Human Health Risk Assessment for the Montrose Chemical Site,
are also used for comparison (Reference Soil HRA) for residential soil.

The appropriate use of PRGs is based on development of a conceptual site model that
identifies relevant exposure pathways and exposure scenarios for humans (EPA,
1998).The primary condition for any meaningful use of PRGs is that exposure pathways
of concern and conditions at the site match those taken into account by the PRG
framework (EPA, 1998). For soil, these exposure factors include direct ingestion,
inhalation, and dermal contact. As such, PRGs and other risk-based criteria generally
focus on the uppermost 1 foot of soil, where potential exposures are most likely. The use
of PRGs for anything other than comparative purposes becomes increasingly less
relevant with depth. HBCLs on the other hand, incorporate site specific evaluations of
exposure pathways and exposure scenarios, and as such are more relevant than PRGs.

Another necessary step in determining the usefulness of Region 9 PRGs is the
consideration of background contaminant concentrations. Background levels may
exceed risk-based PRGs (EPA, 1998). “An illustrative example of this is naturally
occurring arsenic in soils which frequently is higher than the risk-based PRG set at a
one-in one-million cancer risk (PRG for residential soils is 0.38 mg/kg). After
considering background concentrations in a local area, EPA Region 9 has at times used
the non-cancer PRG (22 mg/kg) to evaluate sites recognizing that this value tends to be
above background levels yet still falls within the range of soil concentrations that equate
to EPA’s “permissible” cancer risk range (EPA, 1998).”

PRGs are specifically not intended as a substitute for EPA guidance for preparing
baseline risk assessments (EPA, 1998). Chemical concentrations above these levels
would not automatically designate a site as “dirty” or trigger a response action. . The
PRGs do not represent action levels that would require remedial action, nor are they
cleanup goals that would need to be met by a remedial action implemented at the site. .
Future use of the site and cleanup goals for soil are being established for the Montrose
Chemical Site as part of the on-going Risk Assessment, FS, and remedy selection

process.”
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(b) EPA uses PRGs from a 1996 EPA guidance document which has been superceded by a more
recent 1998 version. If the use of PRGs is to continue, EPA should revise and update text and

tables, as appropriate, to reflect the more recent guidance.

(c) EPA needs to provide the technical basis and rationale for assigning PRG values to Total DDT

and Total BHC, compounds for which PRGs have not been established. Total DDT is the sum of

all isomers and metabolites of DDT (DDT, DDD, and DDE). Total BHC is the sum of all

isomers and metabolites of BHC. EPA’s guidance provides PRGs for isomers and metabolites of

these compounds, however it does not provide PRGs for Total DDT or Total BHC. In the RI

Report states that the PRGs for Total DDT and Total BHC in residential soil are 1.3 mg/kg and ‘
0.071 mg/kg, respectively. If there is no technical basis for assigning PRGs, EPA could present

the PRGs for each metabolite. For example, EPA’s 1998 PRGs for DDT, DDD, and DDE in soil

range from 1.3 mg/kg to 19 mg/kg. PRGs for alpha-, beta-, gamma-, and technical grade BHC in

soil range from-0.09 mg/kg to 3.2 mg/kg (EPA, 1998).
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(d) A more relevant alternative to PRGs could incorporate Site-specific HBCLs which were
developed as part of the Risk Assessment for the Montrose Chemical Site. HBCLs for Total
DDT ranged from 5.59 to 1080 mg/kg (McLaren/Hart 1997). HBCLs for Total BHC ranged from
1.05 mg/kg to 105 mg/kg. These HBCLs are protective of human health at risk levels acceptable
to EPA.

E-2: Page 5-12 and Page 5-84: (a) EPA’s comparison of sediment results from municipal and
industrial drains and drainages to PRGs for residential soils is inappropriate. EPA should provide
a discussion regarding the technical appropriateness and relevancy of using PRGs for Residential
Soil in describing and comparing concentrations of DDT in sediment collected along drainages
which pass along “some of the most highly industrial areas in California, including chemical and
petroleum refineries” (Section 1.4.4 Page 1-39).

(b) EPA should provide the rationale for inconsistency in not using PRGs in comparing
concentrations of dichlorobenzenes, Methylene Chloride, Ethylbenzene, total xylenes, Methyl
Ethyl Ketone (MEK), Base Neutral/Acid Organic Compounds, and Chloral.
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Page 5-51, 5-54, and 5-66: EPA’s use of tap water PRGs for DDT, BHC, and chloroform in
characterizing groundwater conditions is misleading and inappropriate.

Page 5-85: EPA’s use of subjective statements (e.g. the statement in reference to sediment
results that fotal DDT concentrations were as high at (sic) 3.83 mg/kg, well above the PRG for
residential soil”’) should be avoided. Analytical data should be presented objectively and without

bias.

e

EXHIBIT “F”

F-1 Page 1-1: EPA’s bias is apparent on page 1 of the RI document with the phrase *“ hazardous
substances, pollutants, and contaminants” [emphasis added]. Any one of these terms would be
adequate to make the point, but the use of all three terms is unnecessary.
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F-2 Page 1-6: In contrast to a factual summary of a comparatively large amount of operational
information, EPA’s use of language, and the tone, character, and content of EPA’s discussions
reveals a substantial amount of bias and subjectivity. After 14 years of RI investigations and a
discussion that spans 30 pages of single-spaced text, 16 figures, 7 aerial photographs, and a 100+
page appendix, EPA suggests that there remains much to discover about operations and site
conditions. prior to completing the RI Process. For example “...this site history may be
supplemented as necessary to support additional remedial decision processes...is based on
information available at this time...continuing...investigations...subject to revision should new
information come to light in the course of these investigations.”

EPA’s implication that the available information is insufficient to characterize site conditions,
evaluate remedial alternatives, and select a remedy is unfounded.
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F-3 Page 1-6: EPA’s overstates the significance of events such as “regulatory actions...taken by
State and local agencies against Montrose during its operations” without providing the context
as to how these “actions” are relevant to the RI.

F-4 Page 1-6: EPA refers to a 1982 CERCLA inspection “...during which DDT was
detected...” but does not provide a citation, supporting documentation, or the data.

F-5 Page 1-7: EPA provides no supporting documentation for the statement that “beginning in
1954, Stauffer operated a [BHC] pilot plant in the southeastern corner of the Montrose Property
itself and later converted it to a BHC production plant.” EPA continues with the generic
statement that “BHC/Lindane production uses benzene as a feedstock chemical. Further
processing of BHC to produce Lindane creates a waste stream containing alpha and beta-

BHC.”

EPA should cite references and provide supporting documentation to establish the factual basis
for demonstrating that these statements apply specifically to Stauffer operations.
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F-6 Page 1-8: EPA provides no basis or documentation for linking Montrose operations to
Stauffer’s Dominguez Facility.

F-7 Page 1-9: EPA does not explain the relevancy or basis, if any, of the statement “around
1970, partially in response to a lawsuit from an environmental group.”

5
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F-8 Page 1-10: EPA’s states that “Accounts vary as to whether the rework area was ever
moved....some testimony indicates...other testimony indicates....” No reference is provided as to
what accounts and testimony are being referenced. The actual significance of these and similar
statements, if any, is not clear to the reader.

F-9 Page 1-10: EPA does not explain the relevancy or basis for the statement that “in 1968, the
rail spur was modified.”

F-10 Page 1-10: EPA makes conclusions that do not appear to have a basis in fact. EPA states
that “Jones Chemical sold Montrose a variety of chemicals including, but not limited to
tetrachloroethylene, or perchloroethylene (PCE), trichloroethylene (TCE), and acetone between
1968 and 1973.” The reference for this statement is a Price Card which appears to list PCE and
acetone, but does not appear to list TCE. The final entry, dated March 1982 (nine years beyond
the time-frame represented by EPA), lists “...40# Pl. Trichloro.”
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The term “Trichloro” cannot reliably be construed to denote trichloroethylene. A variety of other
common chemicals may be referred to as “trichloro” (e.g. trichloropropane, trichlorobenzene,
trichlorofluoromethane, trichloroethane, trichlorophenol). Further, the unit of measure for the
Price Card’s “Trichloro” entry appears to be “pounds” as opposed to “gallons.” This
information, coupled with the fact that by the early 1980’s TCE use in general was severely
curtailed in the United States, does not support EPA’s conclusion that Montrose purchased, used,
handled, or disposed of TCE.

F-11 Page 1-10: EPA’s referenced documents do not appear to support EPA’s interpretations.
EPA states that “ ... Montrose spent almost 35,000 in 1950 ... to purchase an unknown quantity
of para-dichlorobenzene.” Again, EPA makes a conclusion that does not appear to have a basis

in fact.

The reference document with “Auth. #577” as “Para dichlorobenzene Eq.” and an expenditure of
$4,867 is listed under “Construction In Progress™ along with facilities and equipment and not
under “Raw Materials” where chemical products such as oleum and fuel oil are listed. The
document does not appear to support EPA’s conclusion that Montrose purchased para-

dichlorobenzene.

F-12 Page 1-10: EPA'’s textual discussionsrof Agrisolv 75 and Toxicol (reportedly raw materials
used for the production of DDT) do not appear to be consistent with the supporting references
cited by EPA and provided in Appendix L

In the text, EPA states that “Agrisolv 75 is a heavy aromatic but contains benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, and xylene at levels up to 1 percent. By weight, Toxisol-B is approximately 84
percent xylene, and 8 percent ethylbenzene. Toxisol-PX is mostly ethylbenzene and
approximately 3 percent xylene by weight. Both Toxisol-B and Toxisol-PX also contain benzene

and toluene.”
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In Appendix L, EPA presents supporting documentation which gives the reader a different sense.
With regard to Agrisolv 75 the supporting documentation states that “ benzene, toluene,
ethylbenzene, and xylenes make up less than I percent ... and are present in minute quantities.”
With regard to Toxicol, EPA provides documents which state that Toxicol-B and Toxisol-PX
“contained minuscule amounts of toluene, benzene, and ethylbenzene.”

Aside from clarifying this apparent inconsistency, EPA should provide the reader with some sense
of how, when, and for what purpose these materials were actually used in the manufacture of
DDT and the quantities that were used. For example, the supporting documents provided in
Appendix L seem to indicate that Agrisolv 75 is essentially “mineral spirits” or “naphtha” and that
Toxisol-PX is used primarily as a blending component in production of gasoline with no apparent
link to the manufacture of DDT.
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SECTION 1 TABLES AND FIGURES:

F-13. The following series of specific comments refer to Tables and Figures provided in
Section 1 of EPA’s RI Report.
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Adds labels for the Gardena Valley Landfill, Golden Eagle Refinery, and Cal Compact Landfill
without showing geographic boundaries

FIGURE 1.6A: Air Photo 1928: Label for Kenwood Drain does not appear to be consistent
with text discussion.

FIGURE 1.6E: Air Photo 1952: Does not provide basis/significance for “Area of Activity”
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Does not provide basis for “Trench containing white toned material”
Does not provide basis for “Sugar Lime Pile”
Does not provide basis for “Laboratory.”

FIGURE 1.6F: Air Photo 1952: Identifies Ponded runoff from Montrose, does not provide
basis

Identifies Trench with white toned material, does not provide basis

Identifies Ditch with runoff (on-property and Off-Property), does not provide basis

FIGURE 1.7A: Pre 1953 Plant Layout Standard Batch Process: Should indicate “schematic”
and or “conceptual”, does not provide basis—

Identifies “lead-lined” waste trench, does not provide basis
Identifies “Stauffer Tanks”, does not provide basis

Identifies “Turntable (1955)”, does not indicate relevancy
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Introduces acronym “MCB”, does not define

Identifies Warehouse #1 and Grinding Plant (where crystallization occurred), does not provide
basis

Identifies Stauffer Acid Plant, does not provide basis

Identifies numerous tanks but does not provide basis or distinguish between above ground and
below ground tanks.

FIGURE 1.7B: Post 1953 Plant Layout: Identifies 18° sewer to LACSD 57-inch sewer (JOD),
likely error? Should be 18-inch diameter?

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012521



Record of Decision 1II: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-91

As comparison, Figure 1.3 shows a cross-over at JOD with JOD on east and District 5 on west,
with a tie in to JOD.

!

FIGURE 1.7C: Post 1953 CPA

Identifies hot water heater, redundant?, does not provide basis—

Identifies surface drain to southeast corner of Property, does not provide basis
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FIGURE 1.8B: Identifies “Spent oleum/oleum” as concentrated fuming sulfuric acid; spent acid
as oleum; and spent oleum/oleum as (S.0./0.). EPA should clarify the distinction between “acid”

and “spent acid”

Identifies acid resistant, brick-lined trenches and drains, does not provide basis

FIGURE 1.11: Identifies surface drainage at CPA, not consistent with Figure 1.7C, does not
provide basis
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Identifies Plant drain Area in SE corner with no shading, error? Significance?

Figure title creates improper association between 1941 (pre-Montrose) drainage and Montrose
operations

Identifies “unimproved channel” where “Swale” was, inconsistent terminology?
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FIGURE 1.14: Kenwood Drain construction

Figure should indicate dates and provide references/basis for features depicted

Identifies Kenwood drain at Armco as 36” Reinforced Concrete Pipe (thought was box drain)

Identifies Storm Drain Easement east of Normandie crossing Del Amo Boulevard and 204"
Street, does not provide basis
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FIGURE 1.15: Misidentifies location of Normandie Avenue Ditch

EXHIBIT “G”

Exhibit for Comment No. 18: Miscellaneous Comments on JGWFS Report

This exhibit provides additional specific comments to EPA JGWFS.

SECTION 2 - PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS AND CONCEPTUAL MODEL

FIGURE 2-9: Groundwater elevations in the Lynwood Aquifer are not contoured. The text
implies that water level contours were not prepared for the Lynwood due to “limited data.”
However, Lynwood aquifer water level data have been contoured many times during the 7 years
of groundwater monitoring conducted in the Lynwood aquifer as part of the Montrose RI.
Lynwood aquifer water level contours are presented in EPA’s Final Draft RI Report.

Water level data shown on Figure 2-9 are different than presented in the Montrose RI Report.
The difference in elevations most likely results from disparity between the Montrose and Del Amo

survey elevations for these wells.
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PAGE 2-21, FIRST FULL PARAGRAPH: The conclusion that “groundwater flow directions
and gradients within each unit at the Joint Site are relatively consistent is not very compelling
considering the limited time period (about 3 years) which is provided as the basis for this
conclusion. The discussion should base any conclusions on the full 12 years of available water
level data. The text indicates that “the trend of rising water levels is generally consistent in all
hydrostratigraphic units”, however the trend in the Lynwood aquifer exhibits substantial upward
and downward shifts in water level which differ from the trend in the shallower units.

In addition, it should be mentioned that the gradient and direction of groundwater flow at the
water table is variable near the southern portion of the Del Amo Site due to localized mounding
(Figure 2-5b). The mounding of the water table in this area is apparently due to local recharge
from sources such as sewer or water lines. These mounds may tend to act as a hydraulic barrier
to the migration of benzene. Changes in this local recharge could occur if these lines are replaced
or repaired, potentially causing changes in the direction of groundwater flow and hydraulic
gradients in the water table units, which could in turn affect the migration of benzene.

PAGE 2-21, SECOND TO LAST PARAGRAPH, LAST SENTENCE: The regional
infiltration rate, which was backed out of the groundwater flow model during calibration, is
unlikely to be representative of site-specific infiltration rates. The sentence should merely state
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that a uniform infiltration rate of 1 inch per year, which is approximately 7 percent of the average
rainfall, was used in calibration of the regional groundwater model.

PAGE 2-22, FIRST PARAGRAPH: The statement that “there is no evidence that the water
table could have been as deep as the MBFC during the operations at the Del Amo facility” is
misleading. The statement should read.“insufficient data are available to determine if the water
table was as deep as the MBFC sand...”

There is at least one plausible explanation for how the water table could have been as deep as the
MBEFC during the operations at the Del Amo facility. Given the nature and timing of War Era
operations at the Del Amo facility, the amount of water needed to supply plant requirements was
likely substantial. It is likely that plant needs were supplied partially, if not entirely, by large
capacity groundwater extraction wells located at the facility. Such industrial water supply wells,
especially if completed at or near first water, would be expected to create cones of depression that
could substantially lower the water table locally. Information regarding War Era operations at the
Del Amo facility may be available by way of Freedom of Information (FOIA) requests from the

U.S. Government.

PAGE 2-28: The statement “LNAPL at the MW-20 area is limited to the saturated zone and has
not been detected in the vadose zone” is not accurate. The statement should be qualified to more
accurately represent inherent uncertainties by merely stating the LNAPL was detected (or
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EPA should discuss the basis for the determination that NAPL detected in piezometer P-1 is
unrelated to the Del Amo facility operations.

FIGURE 2-11, SOURCE AREAS: This figure implies that the Montrose Central Process Area
is a benzene “source area”, based on “elevated” concentrations of benzene in groundwater at
monitor wells XMW-2 and XUBT-03. However the maximum detected concentration at these
wells, (230 ug/), is relatively low compared to the concentration of benzene near the southern
boundary of the Montrose Property (Figure 2-15). The high concentration of benzene and the
occurrence of naphthalene at the southern Montrose property boundary (monitor well XMW-1)
indicate that the likely source of the elevated benzene is either the Del Amo facility or the pipeline
corridor located immediately south of the Montrose Property. EPA should revise the text and
Figure 2-11 to indicate that these facilities, rather than the Montrose Central Process Area, are the
suspected sources of the elevated benzene concentrations near the southern boundary of the

Montrose Property. -

FIGURE 2-12, AREAS OF KNOWN OR HIGHLY SUSPECTED NAPL: The DNAPL area
indicated at the Montrose Chemical Site is the approximate area of suspected or inferred DNAPL.
The confirmed area of DNAPL occurrence is represented by a smaller area as indicated on Figure
5-44 of the Montrose RI.
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o

PAGE 2-33, SECOND PARAGRAPH: EPA should explain the suggestion that there is more
than one source of LNAPL at the MW-7 area.

FIGURE 2-13: This figure should be replaced with the more recent Figure 5-44 from the
Montrose RI Report, which more accurately depicts the area of DNAPL occurrence.

PAGE 2-38: The statement that “the origin and distribution of both benzene and chlorobenzene
are representative of other COCs detected at the Joint Site, the distribution and origin of which
are similar to those of benzene or chlorobenzene” is inaccurate and misleading. The statement
needs to more accurately and objectively reflect what is known and not known about sources and
the nature and extent of COCs other than chlorobenzene and benzene in groundwater.
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EPA’s definition of COCs (contaminants of concern) in the JGWES is inconsistent with the terms
“chemicals of concern” (COCs), “chemicals of primary concern (COPCs)”, and “compounds of
concern (COCs)” used in various RI documents. This is confusing and should be rectified by
consistent definition and use of these terms. A specific listing of COCs for groundwater should be
provided in the JGWEFS as opposed to referring the reader to the two different lists included in the

two separate RI Reports.
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PAGE 2-41: EPA states that “TCE is considered to be a dominant chlorinated solvent because it
has been detected at higher concentrations than other chlorinated solvents, and its spatial
distribution is representative of the other detected chlorinated solvents.” EPA’s statement
regarding the similar distribution of the chlorinated solvents is misleading in that other chlorinated
solvents have their own distinct distribution and in some areas the concentration of other
chlorinated solvents exceeds the concentration of TCE. For example, the concentration of PCE
exceeds that of TCE in the vicinity of the Jones Chemical site.

PAGE 2-53: As previously discussed, there is a plausible mechanism which could allow for the
presence of LNAPL, and therefore account for the high benzene concentrations in the MBFC,
which EPA fails to mention. Although the potential occurrence of unknown abandoned wells is
raised in the context of allowing downward dissolved benzene transport, the potential for these
same production wells to have locally lowered the water table into the MBFC sand allowing
LNAPL penetration was not discussed.

PAGE 2-54: EPA'’s statement that “A conclusive link between the high concentrations detected
in Well XG-19, which is one of the farthest downgradient wells, and the DNAPL source area on
the Montrose property has not been established.” is misleading and suggests that it is likely that
DNAPL occurs at this well, but that not enough data have been collected to demonstrate this.
This statement provides a false sense that there is somehow a significant potential for DNAPL to
have migrated to this depth and location. This is unreasonable speculation given the distance
from the site, the depth of the Gage aquifer, and the lower concentrations which occur in the
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water table at this location and in the Gage aquifer upgradient of this location. In addition, this
implication is inconsistent with the discussion of the distribution of chlorobenzene in the Gage
aquifer provided in the EPA-revised RI Report. EPA should remove this type of speculation from
the JGWES and ensure consistency with discussions provided in the RI Report.

PAGE 2-65, SECOND PARAGRAPH: EPA misrepresents the occurrence and distribution of
TCE in'groundwater. The statement “based on the limited well points, some TCE contamination
also occurs north of the Montrose Property” completely discounts the extensive area of high TCE
concentrations detected at multiple locations north of the Montrose Property. EPA is referred to
Figure 5.69 of EPA’s May 18, 1998 RI Report. EPA should ensure consistency between data
presented in different project documents and the characterization of the distribution of TCE.

*“"%i?f“‘

PAGE 2-65: EPA indicates that “additional data on the upgradient TCE distribution and sources
will be collected in the remedial design phase.” However, EPA does not indicate who will be
responsible for collection and evaluation of these data.
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PAGE 2-81: As previously commented, EPA should clarify how it intends to fulfill its assumption
with regard to TCE north of the Montrose Property when it states that “further investigations
during the remedial design will be conducted to assess the distribution and sources of TCE at that
location, evaluate the impact of the site remedy on the TCE distribution, and develop measures
that mitigate the potential adverse impacts...” '

PAGE 2-82, THIRD FULL ' PARAGRAPH: EPA states: “Based on the low organic content of -
the aquifers beneath:the Joint Site, the effects of retardation on the plume migration are not
expected to be significant.” This seems to imply this is the case for all COCs although the rest of
the paragraph goes on to discuss benzene specifically. It should be noted that chlorobenzene
retardation factors used in the model range up to about 2 for the Gage aquifer, which exerts a
significant influence on the transport of chlorobenzene.:

PAGE 2-86, SECOND PARAGRAPH: The statement “...in fact, the observed chlorobenzene
plume is more extensive than what is expected...”, should be deleted because it appears to be a
matter of opinion for which there is no factual basis. '
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SECTION 5

EPA made a number of subjective statements and conclusions regarding performance of the
various remedial alternatives. For example, EPA characterized the 1,400 gpm scenario as “not an
extremely high” flow rate but one that is “at the upper end of the reasonable range.” EPA
indicated that the flushing rate “is substantial for the 1,400 gpm scenario but not excessive”
(Section 5.2.1.4; pg. 5-36, paragraph 2). Both of these statements are subjective, open to a wide
range of opinion, and indicate a lack of objectivity.

EPA stated that the main benefit of injection of the treated water is to control the dissolved
chlorobenzene plume and minimize the impact to the TCE and benzene plumes (ref). A more
important objective of injection is to balance the effect that the groundwater extraction would
otherwise have on the drawdown and vertical hydraulic gradient in the DNAPL. impacted zone.
Control of the vertical hydraulic gradient during pumping of the remedial wellfield is likely to be
critical in order to reduce the potential for mobilizing DNAPL downward into deeper aquifer
units. Although EPA briefly mentioned this issue in the JGWFS, they did not adequately
emphasize the importance and potential implications of this issue. (mentioned briefly on pg. 5-6
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first bullet and following paragraph and on pg. 5-35 Paragraph 3 and on pg. 5-37, Paragraph 2)
with respect to DNAPL isolation well locations).

In addition, the potential difficulty of maintaining the required balance between the effects of
injection and extraction in the DNAPL impacted area during the period of transient drawdown
and recovery that will occur during wellfield start up and shutdown was not mentioned. The
feasibility of controlling transient hydraulic gradient changes was not explored during the FS
modeling because the model was run under a steady state flow condition. Furthermore,
maintaining control over vertical gradients in the DNAPL zone is expected to be much more
difficult to accomplish at higher wellfield flow rates. Thus the perceived benefits of a faster
cleanup time obtained through greater wellfield flow rates must be balanced against the increased
risk of potential DNAPL mobilization. This was not adequately discussed by EPA.

e st 5

EPA stated that some DNAPL mobilization would be acceptable if it is balanced against NCP
criteria and if it could be controlled and provided for in the groundwater remedy. However, EPA
did not address the uncertainty in predicting DNAPL behavior in a complex hydrogeologic
system, to what extent downward mobilization of DNAPL would be acceptable, and by what
method DNAPL mobility can be reliably controlled. The uncertainty of this issue argues for
extreme caution and restraint with respect to changing the hydraulic gradients at the DNAPL
impacted zone, which becomes increasingly likely as the remedial wellfield pumping rate is
mcreased.
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APPENDIX B - GROUNDWATER MODELING RESULTS

Page B-18: EPA indicates that “The predicted contaminant concentrations in the Gage and
Lynwood Aquifers could be significantly underestimated by the model because of uncertainties in
hydrogeologic properties and contaminant sources and concentrations in the LBF and GLA.”

EPA further indicates that “modeling results indicate that concentrations of contaminants in the
these aquifers will achieve MCLs without any remedial actions.” EPA has incorrectly included

the Gage aquifer in this characterization of modeling uncertainty. The model simulation of the no
action scenario did not indicate that the Gage aquifer cleans up without any remedial action, but in
fact remains relatively stable and expands downgradient as would be expected.

Page B-14: EPA indicates that the model cannot be relied upon for simulating chlorobenzene
transport within the Lynwood aquifer. Although there is uncertainty with respect to the nature of
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the source of the chlorobenzene in the Lynwood aquifer, the data indicate that the source is
constrained to the immediate vicinity of the Montrose Chemical Site and therefore model
simulations of hydraulic containment of this area are expected to be representative and useful for

remedial design.

APPENDIX D - GROUNDWATER MONITORING

Page D-2: EPA assumed that five additional monitor wells would be required in the Gage
Aquifer, for the purposes of costing the monitoring program. However, EPA provides no
rationale for why so many additional wells are needed in the Gage aquifer.

APPENDIX E - RATIONALE FOR TECHNICAL IMPRACTICABILITY ARAR
WAIVER

Appendix E does not indicate whether the chlorobenzene in the lower Bellflower aquitard or the
Gage-Lynwood aquitard is included within the TI Waiver or whether it is expected that these
units will be required to be cleaned up in areas outside the TI Waiver zone. In the body of the FS
text, it is stated that the points of compliance for achieving cleanup goals “will be considered to be
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all points within the contaminated aquifers outside the TI Waiver zones.” (pg. 3-20, second to last
paragraph). This implies that aquitards are not required to comply with cleanup goals, however it
is not clearly stated that this is the intent.

PAGES 3-19, LAST PARAGRAPH: EPA states that the TI Waiver applies to the UBA,
MBFB-sand and the Gage aquifer. The MBFC sand is not mentioned. This statement is not
consistent with the TT Waiver Appendix which includes the MBFC sand.

MINOR COMMENTS
PAGE 2-2, FIGURE 2-1: The location of the Del Amo waste pits is not accurate.

PAGE 2-3, SECOND PARAGRAPH: In the JGWFS, EPA appears to be the acknowledged
author of the Final Montrose RI. However, in the Final Montrose RI, EPA indicates that the
document is an “EPA-modified version of a Montrose document, rather than an ‘EPA-authored’

1y

document.”,
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PAGE 2-4, FIGURE 2-3: The graphic should indicate that the Lynwood Aquifer was reached in
the southwest portion of the Del Amo Study Area during Montrose RI investigations at monitor
wells LW-2 and LW-4.

The table should provide the references for the average thickness and base elevation range for the
units extending from the Bellflower aquitard to the Gage aquifer.

The table should indicate that the Silverado Aquifer was reached in the Montrose Study area
based on the Jones Well Driller’s Log (Footnote 4).

EPA should provide clarification for the statement “most facilities that caused contaminant
releases to groundwater have been removed.”
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EPA should clarify and quantify the basis for the statement “facilities where large volumes of
contaminants were stored, processed, or disposed.” What is a large volume?

PAGE 2-28 through 2-37: EPA should clarify and provide the basis for the concept of “known”
NAPL sources, “highly suspected” NAPL sources, “suspected” NAPL sources and “other
potential” NAPL sources. What is the basis for this hierarchy?

FIGURES 2-15 AND 2-16: EPA needs to ensure consistency in the use of potential data
representativeness as described in the explanations to these Figures. For instance the
comparatively low benzene results for monitor wells MW-5, MW-6, MW-11, and MW-27 shown
on these figures may not be representative based on review of data trends for these wells from
previous sample results. As such, these wells should be shown with the larger diameter symbol.

FIGURE 2-17: As described in the previous comment, benzene concentrations detected in
Beliflower Sand monitor wells BF-6 and BF-7 may not be representative based on review of data
trends. EPA needs to ensure consistency for each compound on all of the water quality maps.
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FIGURES 2-20 AND -21: As with previous comments, these two figures are inconsistent with
respect to their depiction of the representativeness of results from monitor well MW-12.

FIGURE 2-24: Does not accurately represent that Lynwood Wells LW-1 and LW-2 were each

sampled and analyzed during the third sampling period in 1995.

PAGE 2-66: EPA’s statement that “TCE detection’s in the Gage Aquifer are limited to Well
XG-14” is incorrect as TCE was detected in monitor well G-13 located south of the waste pit
area at a concentration of 10 ug/l in 1991. EPA’s statement also does not appear to be consistent
with the 3 wells where TCE has apparently been detected in the Gage aquifer shown on Figure 2-

28B.

FIGURE 2-28: To be more meaningful, this figure should, at a minimum, provide a common list
of analytes for each well and quantify the value of the detection limit rather than using the
acronym “ND” for compounds not detected.
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FIGURE 2-28B: EPA needs to revise this figure to more accurately reflect the available data,
especially in regards to the occurrence of TCE (e.g. the number and location of detects in the
Gage Aquifer and the numerous detections not depicted at locations upgradient of the Montrose
Property).

PAGE 2-3, SECOND PARAGRAPH: Add the letter “y” to the word “hydrostratigraph” in the
upper left hand box.

PAGE 2-3, LAST PARAGRAPH, FIRST SENTENCE, THIRD LINE: Typo. Delete “the”
prior to heterogeneous.
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PAGE 2-21, SECOND PARAGRAPH, NEXT TO LAST SENTENCE: Typo add “ly” to the
~word “significant”.”

FIGURE 2-10A, HISTORICAL HYDROGRAPH: EPA should provide the references for the
water level data and well construction inferences for well 806C.

For consistency, monitor well MW-4 should be identified as “XMW-4.” To avoid confusion,
monitor well MW-4 should be identified as being completed at the water table.

FIGURE 2-10B: For consistency, monitor well MW-4 should be identified as monitor well
XMW-4 and shown to be located on the Montrose Property.

FIGURE 2-29, WELLS OF RECORD: For completeness, Figure 2-29 should show the
location of well 4S/14W/12E1 shown on Plate 2 of Poland et al along the slough near the
intersection of what is now Torrance Boulevard and New Hampshire Avenue, south of the Del
Amo waste pit area.

PAGE 2-34, THIRD FROM LAST PARAGRAPH: For consistency with other documents
change the word “processing” to “process” when used to describe the term Central Process Area.
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PAGE 2-28, THIRD PARAGRAPH: The acronym “ROST” does not appear to have been
defined.

Clarify the term “production well” at the MW-20 area.

e

PAGE 2-41, LAST SENTENCE: Insert the words Del Amo after ‘“former” and prior to “plant
operations.
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FIGURE 2-15: The explanation shows a concentration of benzene of 780 ug/l for well XMW-11
which is inconsistent with the map which indicates benzene as not detected at this well. The
explanation should be corrected.

The explanation, and associated text, should indicate that the chlorobenzene MCL in this usage is
specifically the California MCL for drinking water.

FIGURES 2-15 THROUGH 2-28: The figures as presented are cluttered and confusing and the
data are illegible or obscured.

PAGE 2-66: EPA should specify which other sources are referenced in the statement “source
area 2 and other potential sources upgradient of the Joint Site..”
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EXHIBIT H-1: ADDITIONAL SAMPLING

Specific Comments
H-1.1 Page 4-28: EPA implies that TOC data are required for groundwater:

“no TOC contours are plotted because there are insufficient data points”

“It is anticipated that if wells on the Montrose Property were analyzed for TOC, the TOC plume
may be shown to originate at Montrose”

“No TOC analyses were available for the Gage Aquifer monitoring wells within the Montrose
Property”
“Insufficient TOC samples are available to identify the source of the TOC plume”

“It is anticipated that if wells on the Montrose Property were analyzed for TOC, the TOC plume
may be shown to originate from Montrose”

TOC concentrations in groundwater represent the sum of the organic constituents as opposed to
any distinct or individual contaminant. Given that the individual organic compounds are addressed
in detail, a separate evaluation of TOC is of little benefit. The concept of a single “TOC plume” is
also not useful considering the multiple compounds and sources of individual organic compounds
that contribute to TOC in groundwater.

H-1.2 Page 5-4: Northwest Corner sampling was completed by Montrose in March 1997. More
than 1-year later EPA has yet to provide comments. Instead, EPA now merely states:
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“Because the northwest corner investigation was only recently completed, sampling locations
(and analytical results) for that investigation are provide in Figure 5.5A and Appendix K.”

The title of Figure 5.5A is “Preliminary Results.....”” EPA provides no indication as to why
these results are considered preliminary or when the “final” results will be available. The sampling
results are presented in a format which makes it difficult to compare directly with the remainder of
the soil result figures.

The cover page for Appendix K includes the following: ‘“*Disclaimer—The report is included
for reference only. The results and conclusions presented in this report are not necessarily
endorsed by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.”

EPA provides no discussion regarding why the results of the northwest corner sampling are not
endorsed by EPA, and provides only a brief discussion later in the document as to why the
conclusions are not endorsed by EPA. At this point in the RI/FS process EPA should be in a
position to state its opinions regarding the results and conclusions of the Northwest Corner
sampling, and the sufficiency of the full body of soil data to support remedy selection.
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'H-1.3 Page 5-5: The statement “the highest DDT concentrations are still in the same general
area as before the grading, near the former junkyard and machine shop” appears out of context
and should be clarified as to what portions of the property, what depths, and what data are being
compared.

H-1.4 Page 5-7: EPA states “...in addition, there are some hot spots (e.g., portions of the
Normandie Avenue ditch) that occur Off-Property...” EPA should define the term “hot spot”,
quantify the concentrations, and discuss the locations.
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H-1.5 Page 5-10

a) The statement “Because of the age of the groundwater monitoring data (2 to 7 years old),
the extent of groundwater contamination described in this report may be potentially
underestimated” implies that “newer” data are necessary. The statement should be
deleted or rewritten. The available data indicate that although the extent of groundwater
contamination may be underestimated, it is as likely overestimated, and more likely
generally the same. Statements regarding observed changes in the extent of groundwater
contamination with time should honor the existing data trends, which provide no
consistent indication that the extent of groundwater contamination is substantially
changing.

b) The statement “The downgradient extent of detectable p-CBSA plume is not fully
characterized with the presently existing monitoring wells.” implies that additional monitor
wells will be required. The current array of monitor wells are sufficient to characterize the
distribution of contaminants in groundwater at concentrations exceeding drinking water
MCLs or other regulatory criteria. The reader should be reminded that the extent of

~
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detectable pCBSA at the parts per billion level is not relevant to the remedy selection process
because regulatory criteria for this compound have been established at the parts per million

level.

H-1.6 Page 5-12: “...a definable plume is not apparent based on the most recent sampling...a
plume could be present but undetected.” EPA should avoid speculation in the absence of data.

H-1.7 Page 5-18: With regards to the northwest corner sampling EPA states that “the results of
the northwest corner investigation in 1997 indicates that high concentrations of DDT may have
been diluted by the grading, but that DDT concentrations remain elevated in the same general

area of the Property”

... the results of the northwest corner investigation also indicate soil contamination extending
Off-Property”
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... “EPA does not agree with the conclusion made by Montrose in the report on the northwest
corner investigation that the investigation successfully characterized chemicals in the soil in the
adjacent Off-Property area. Because the sampling results indicate DDT soil contamination
extending Off-Property an undefined distance in several areas, EPA does not believe that
Montrose has fully assessed the extent of DDT concentrations Off-Property. Further sampling
may be required.”

At this point in the RI/FS process, EPA should present the northwest corner results in conjunction
with the results of the other 17 years worth of soil data presented in the RI Report and provide
the specific objectives and rationale for all additional soil sampling, both On-Property and Off-
Property, that is needed to fulfill the RI/FS data requirements.

H-1.8 Page 5-19: The statement “except that the concentrations [of Total DDT detected in
neighborhood soil samples] were distinctly higher than the background samples” is misleading
because given the difference in sample populations, the distinction is not clear. An objective
comparison would state the range of concentrations detected in background samples and provide
the reader with a comparison of the number of neighborhood samples which were greater than
concentrations detected in background samples and the number of neighborhood samples which
were less than the background samples.”

H-1.9 Page 5-27: “because BHC alone is relatively immobile in soil, it is likely that the DNAPL
facilitated the transport of BHC to these depths.” The premise, here and elsewhere in the
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document, that the occurrence and migration of BHC is directly associated with DNAPL is
unfounded.

H-1.10 Page 5-32: “the DNAPL, consisting primarily of chlorobenzene, has greatly increased
the mobility and lateral and vertical extent of DDT as monitoring well [sic] as BHC.” This
statement implies a direct link between DNAPL and the mobility and extent of BHC which cannot
be supported with the existing data.

H-1.11 Page 5-34: “the locations of the soil samples collected in this RI were not necessarily
sufficient to fully evaluate this potential release point for PCE. Therefore, the Montrose
Property may potentially be a contributing source of PCE to the subsurface” This argument can
be used forever no matter how many “ND” samples are collected. EPA conducted the grid
sampling at the Site  If there is no indication of significant PCE use or disposal then the data
collected to date should be considered adequate for decision making purposes. Further
refinement could be achieved, as appropriate, during the remedial design/remedial action phase of

this RI/FS process.
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H-1.12 Page 5-35: “the locations of the soil samples collected in this RI were not necessarily
sufficient to fully evaluate this potential release point for TCE. Therefore, the Montrose
Property may potentially have contributed TCE to the subsurface.” See previous comment.

H-1.13 Page 5-49: “It is important to realize that not all monitoring wells were sampled in
1995, and for those monitoring wells that were sampled, analyses were not completed for all
chemicals” The reason that this is important is not clear. The statement implies that more
complete analyses were required or necessary. The statement should be expanded to discuss the
objectives and rationale of the 1995 sampling and state that the sampling was conducted in
accordance with a field sampling plan and quality assurance project plan amendment proposed,
reviewed, and approved by USEPA.

H-1.14 Page 5-64: “The full extent of detectable p-CBSA to the southwest has not been
determined” Defining the full extent of p-CBSA to the parts per billion detection limit is

unnecessary.
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H-1.15 Page 5-65: “The extent of the p-CBSA plume in the Lynwood Aquifer is not monitoring
well [sic] defined.” EPA should provide the reader with an understanding of the difference
between “detectable p-CBSA” and a “p-CBSA plume” and state that the extent of detectable
pCBSA is not relevant for decision making purposes.
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EXHIBIT H-2: DNAPL CHARACTERIZATION

General Comment

H-2.1 EPA’s discussion of DNAPL in Sections 5 and 6 does not reflect the current level of
understanding regarding the nature and extent of DNAPL and DNAPL mobility.

Specific Comments

H-2.2 Page 5-6: For clarification and accuracy EPA should qualify, quantify, or delete the term
“viscous” in describing DNAPL.

H-2.3 Page 5-9: For accuracy, completeness, and consistency the statement “The presence of
laterally continuous low permeability clay layers within the Upper Bellflower Aquitard also
inhibits the downward migration of DNAPL and cause the DNAPL to spread laterally”, should
be revised to reflect the fact that the low permeability layers do not appear to be laterally
continuous; appear to be comprised primarily of silt and silty sand as opposed to clay; and
migration of DNAPL has likely occurred in a downward stair-step manner.
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H-2.4 Page 5-32: EPA should explain and provide the basis for the statement with regard to
BHC that “The DNAPL, consisting primarily of chlorobenzene, has greatly increased the
mobility and lateral and vertical extent of DDT as monitoring [sic] well as BHC.”

H-2.5 Page 5-43, second paragraph of section 5.5.1.2, EPA wrote “An anomalously low value
of 12,000 mg/L chlorobenzene (sample date May 14, 1998) and anomalously high value of DDT
(3,100,000 mg/L were not included in the calculation of the range and average composition of
the DNAPL.” The correct sample date for the anomalously low value for chlorobenzene (12,000)
is May, 14, 1991. The sample date of the anomalously high value for DDT (3,100,000) is July 27,
1988, which should be included for completeness.

H-2.6 Page 5-43, third paragraph of section 5.5.1.2, EPA wrote “The sum of the results
exceeded unity for a mass balance between the two methods for one sample (dated July 27,
1988)” This statement is incorrect. The mass balance for DNAPL actually exceeded unity for
three of the samples, dated January 18, 1988, March 18, 1988, and July 27, 1988.
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H-2.7 Page 5-43, fourth paragraph of section 5.5.1.2, EPA wrote “The specific was used for
the calculation of percent by weight of chlorobenzene and DDT.” This sentence does not make
sense. It appears that the word “gravity” should be added following the word specific.

H-2.8 Page 5-45, third paragraph. EPA wrote “Table 5.3c indicates that the observed
chlorobenzene concentrations in groundwater have exceeded 1 percent of the chlorobenzene
solubility for Monitoring Wells MW-5 and MW-9 within the Upper Bellflower Aquitard and for
Monitoring Wells BF-02, BF-03, BF-04, and BF-09 within the Bellflower Sand. Therefore, the
potential presence of DNAPL is indicated at those monitoring well locations.” EPA should
recognize that although groundwater concentrations in excess of 1 percent of the solubility of a

‘DNAPL constituent may be an indicator of pure phase DNAPL in a groundwater system, they are

not necessarily indicative of DNAPL at a specific sampling location. Sample locations
downgradient of a DNAPL source area frequently exceed 1 percent of the solubility of a DNAPL
constituent without DNAPL being physically present at the sample location. Thus groundwater
concentrations should be used in conjunction with other site data, such as groundwater flow
direction, when using this information to infer the presence and location of DNAPL within the

subsurface.

B

H-2.9 Table 5.3C and 5.3D: Tables 5.3C and 5.3D do not include shading as indicated in
footnotes.
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H-2.10 Page 6-6, first paragraph, EPA is inconsistent in reporting the chemical composition of
DNAPL. For example, on Page 6-6 EPA reports that .”.. DNAPL beneath the Central Process
Area that contains an average of 40 percent DDT and 36 percent chlorobenzene.” This ratio of
DDT to chlorobenzene is inconsistent with the ratio of 43 percent chlorobenzene and 47 percent
DDT previously stated in section 5.5.1.2 and the “estimated chlorobenzene to DDT ratio of 60
percent to 40 percent by weight * subsequently presented on Page 6-10.

H-2.11 Page 6-12, first paragraph, EPA wrote .”..composed of approximately 40 percent DDT
and 60 percent chlorobenzene by weight...” Same comment as previous. Other examples are
present in the text but are not presented here.

H-2.12 Page 6-16, second last paragraph, EPA wrote “However, transport of the DNAPL
components by groundwater flow is controlled by the properties of the individual chemicals.”
This statement omits a number of additional factors which also affect migration of dissolved
DNAPL components and is therefore not completely correct. The transport of dissolved DNAPL
constituents will be controlled by the properties of the individual chemicals in conjunction with the
all of the other fate and transport considerations, i.e. groundwater velocity, organic carbon, multi-
component solubilities, presence of oxygen, microbes etc. Transport of pure phase DNAPL is
controlled by several factors besides the properties of the individual chemicals. These factors
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include saturation of DNAPL,; pore size and distribution; heterogeneities in the subsurface;
geological features such as dipping beds; and groundwater flow velocity.

H-2.13 Page 6-30, last paragraph, EPA wrote “Vertically, most VOCs of concern have
migrated from the Upper Bellflower Aquitard through the Gage and Lynwood Aquifers. The
vertical migration of dissolved VOC:s is likely caused by the downward hydraulic gradients
between the hydrogeologic units at the site and the vertical migration of DNAPL.” Several
comments apply to the previous quote.

a) The statement that “Vertically most YOCs of concern have migrated from the Upper
Bellflower Aquitard through the Gage and Lynwood Aquifers” is grossly inaccurate.
Most VOCs of concern have not migrated from the Upper Bellflower Aquitard through
the Gage and Lynwood Aquifer. Chlorobenzene, chloroform, and benzene are the only
VOCs detected in groundwater samples collected from Lynwood Aquifer monitor wells.

b) The statement implies that DNAPL has migrated through the Gage and Lynwood aquifers.
The data are not adequate to draw this conclusion.
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c) The statement that “The vertical migration of dissolved VOC:s is likely caused by the
downward hydraulic gradients between the hydrogeologic units at the site and the vertical
migration of DNAPL.” The word “and” should be changed to “or” or “and/or” because the
two transport mechanisms are not always concurrent. Vertical migration of VOCs may occur
with or without vertical migration of DNAPL.

H-2.14 Page 6-38, second to last paragraph, While referring to DNAPL spreading laterally on
a low permeability layer, EPA wrote “The lateral spreading of DNAPL will generally continue
until residual saturation is reached.” This statement is inaccurate and implies that DNAPL will
migrate until the DNAPL body is completely converted to residual saturation and thus becomes
immobile. Residual DNAPL is considered immobile under hydraulic gradients which typically
occur in groundwater systems. Residual DNAPL generally forms at the trailing edge of a
DNAPL body as it migrates. DNAPL pools will generally spread laterally until the lateral driving
force is no longer strong enough to overcome the capillary forces, or hydraulic pressures, in the
surrounding porous media. DNAPL pools can be remobilized if the local hydraulic gradient
changes and the capillary entry pressure of the surrounding porous media is again exceeded. A
DNAPL body could not theoretically spread if the DNAPL within it was at residual saturation,
thus the point at which residual saturation is reached defines the maximum spreading that could

occur.

H-2.15 Page 6-39, second to last paragraph, EPA wrote .”.. it is expected that only a small
percentage of the total DNAPL mass could be recovered using hydraulic enhanced extraction,
and that the residual DNAPL will continue to be a near-perpetual source of dissolved
chlorobenzene to groundwater.” Although the percentage of DNAPL that could be hydraulically
removed would not be large enough to prevent DNAPL from acting as a continuing source of
dissolved chlorobenzene to groundwater, it is possible that a high percentage of the mobile mass
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of DNAPL could be recovered using hydraulic enhanced extraction. Collection of data required
to perform this sort of evaluation has been proposed in the “Field Sampling Plan and Quality
Assurance Project Plan, DNAPL Evaluation, Montrose Chemical Site, Torrance California.”
(Montrose, 1998). The proposed data collection will be conducted to support the DNAPL FS.
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EXHIBIT H-3: OTHER ISSUES

Specific Comments

RI SECTION 1: Introduction

H-3.1 Page 1-3 Section 1.1 under “Important Note on the State of the RI Report. How EPA
Produced This Report”

EPA misrepresents the history of progression of the RI process and creates confusion regarding
authorship of the RI document with its disclaimer that EPA revised the document “to rectify long-
standing problems and deficiencies...which EPA considered unacceptable. [EPA has] made
modifications which EPA believes brings the document to a minimum level of acceptability...the
reader should therefore consider this document an EPA -modified version of a Montrose
document, rather than an ‘EPA-authored’ document.”

a) EPA's modifications and revisions have introduced bias and subjectivity which is
inappropriate. What EPA now refers to as "long-standing problems and deficiencies" are
largely differences of opinion which have been openly and freely discussed with Montrose
over more than a decade and which have little if any impact on remedy selection. The
predecessor documents to the EPA-revised RI Report were previously accepted by EPA
as the foundation for a series of RI/FS documents prepared over the past decade,
including risk assessments, soil and groundwater feasibility studies, and technical
memoranda.

b)  EPA does not provide the reader with an accurate, fair, and honest accounting of the
history of progression in preparing the Montrose RI/FS documents. EPA should
acknowledge that the Draft RI Report was first prepared in October 1990, EPA comments
to that report were provided in February 1992 and a Final RI Report was prepared and
submitted to EPA in October 1992. At no time during that process did EPA consider the
document unacceptable. Indeed the 1992 RI Report became the foundation for the
complete series of near-final RI/FS documents submitted to and reviewed by EPA during
the period from 1992 through 1994 including a PHEE, a soil FS, a groundwater FS, a
DNAPL technical memorandum, and an FS executive summary. In January 1996, EPA
issued a series of broad comments to which Montrose responded in an October 1996
revision to the October 1992 Final RI Report. EPA issued another series of broad
comments during the period from October 1996 through August 1997 when the August
1997 revised RI Report was submitted to EPA. In January 1998, EPA rejected that
document and took over the process. Now, after 5 months of modification, EPA has
issued a document whose only substantive changes are the inclusion of conjecture and

allegation.
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H-3.2 Page 1-3: The statement “figures that EPA altered, or that EPA added, do not show the
Hargis + Associates name” is not accurate. There are instances where figures altered by EPA
retain the H+A name and logo and there are instances where the H+A logo was removed from
figures that were not altered by EPA. Examples of these inconsistencies include figures 1.3, 1.4,
1.24,2.1,2.4,2.16,2.17, 2.18, 2.19, 2.21, 5.75, 5.78, 5.79 and 5.82. There is at least one .
instance where EPA revised the H+A name and logo in the title block. For example after revising
Figure 1.4, instead of removing the H+A name and logo, EPA revised it to include the address
and phone number of H+A’s Pasadena Office. These discrepancies create more confusion for the
reader in attempting to understand who prepared what portions of the document. To be
consistent, EPA should review each figure for changes and revise the title blocks appropriately.
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For completeness, EPA should include the name and logo of its consultant, CH2M HILL, on
figures prepared for EPA.

H-3.3 Page 1-3: The statement that “EPA has....deleted or altered language that was biased or
reached technically inappropriate conclusions” presupposes that EPA’s language is unbiased and
reaches technically appropriate conclusions. Such language is inflammatory and inappropriate and
should be deleted. At a minimum EPA should revise the statement to read “EPA has...deleted or
altered language which in EPA’s opinion was biased or reached technical conclusions that did not
comport with EPA’s opinion. In its place EPA has inserted text that is more consistent with

EPA’s opinion.”

H-3.4 Page 1-6: EPA should provide data and references for the statement “EPA conducted a
CERCILA inspection at the Montrose plant in 1982, during which DDT was detected in surface
water drainages leaving the plant property in the nearby Normandie Avenue ditch” The sample
dates, sample locations, sample matrices, laboratory reports, and QA/QC documentation should
be provided, and the results should be tabulated and presented along with the results of the
preceding 1981 data and subsequent 1983 to 1988 data.
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H-3.5 Page 1-52: EPA should indicate that Pre-RI activities were conducted during the perlod
from 1981 into 1985 as opposed to 1982 through 1985.

H-3.6 Page 1-52, Figure 1.24: Figure 1.24 should be updated with sampling events conducted
in 1981, 1982, 1994, 1995, and 1997.

H-3.7 Page 1-52: EPA should reference the basis for its discussions regarding sampling
conducted in 1981 and prepare parallel factual discussions for each sampling event. EPA should
clarify which ditch the February 1981 samples were collected from and what analyses were
performed. EPA should provide the laboratory reports and backup QA/QC data from each
analytical laboratory and tabulate the results. EPA should present and organize the data and
references provided in Appendix L in such a manner that they are useable to the reader.
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H-3.8 Page 1-53: EPA should update the status of its efforts to locate the results of sampling
conducted by Montrose in October 1981.

H-3.9 Page 1-53. EPA stated that “in November 1981, Montrose collected two surface water
samples and three soil samples for DDT and chlorobenzene analysis in the southwest portion of
the Property and in the Normandie Avenue Ditch.” This statement is not consistent with the
November 25, 1991 memo provided in Appendix L which indicates that samples 11-81-1, 11-81-
2, and 11-81-5 were identified as “water”, “mud”, and “dirt”, respectively, from a “drainage
ditch” that appears to be upstream of the Normandie Avenue Ditch, and that samples 11-81-3 and
11-81-4 were identified as “water” and “mud”, respectively, from a “concrete sump” that appears
to be have been located in the southeast portion of the Property. For clarity and accuracy, EPA
should revise the statement to be consistent with the reference documents.
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H-3.10 Page 1-59: EPA should explain the meaning of the word “developed* in the statement

“...12 were developed for VOCs.”

H-3.11 Page 1-59: EPA should identify the lead agency and provide the current status of
investigations being conducted at Jones Chemical Company.

H-3.12 Page 1-60: EPA’s discussion regarding Neighboring Investigations omits investigations
being conducted at Del Amo, McDonnell Douglas, Amoco Chemicals, Trico Industries, Mobil
Refinery, International Light Metals, Akzo, Armco Royal Boulevard, Golden Eagle Refinery, and
a variety of other neighboring sites. -For completeness, EPA should expand its discussions to
include an overview of the history, regulatory status, lead agency, and current investigation status
of these neighboring investigations. ‘

H-3.13 Page 1-60: For clarity, the following statements should be revised as indicated: “In 1994,
the Farmer Brother [‘s Coffee Company] began construction of a building expansion on the
[north-least side of [its] property. Because [of] the proximity...
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H-3.15 Figure 1.4: For clarity, accuracy, consistency, and completeness EPA should use the
term “Montrose Property” as opposed to “Montrose Chemical Site” when referring to the
Montrose Property; EPA should show the geographic boundaries of Mobil, Farmer Brothers,
Golden Eagle, Gardena Landfill, Cal Compact Landfill, and other sites that are currently omitted
(e.g. Akzo etc.). EPA should clarify the meaning and significance of the term “Del Amo Site
‘Panhandle’.”

RI SECTION 2: Site Investigation Activities

H-3.16 Page 2-3: EPA indicated that “Available documentation does not indicate why those five
specific areas were selected for sampling. However it is likely that these areas were selected
because they were potential waste discharge areas.” The second sentence regarding the 1983
sampling is speculative and should be deleted:
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H-3.17 Sections 2.3 and 2.4: EPA should provide a more thorough discussion regarding the
scope, objectives, rationale, methods, and procedures for the additional EPA 1994 sediment and
surface water sampling conducted by CH2M HILL. In addition, the corresponding tables should

be updated and appended.

H-3.18 Figure 2.1: This figure does not show 1981 soil sample locations as the title implies and
as indicated in the text on Page 2-2.

RI SECTION 3: Data Quality

H-3.19 EPA’s data quality evaluation presented in Section 3 appears to focus primarily on
groundwater. For completeness EPA should provide-the results of data quality evaluations and
supporting documentation for each of the following events:

1981 data added by EPA

1982 EPA data

1983 soil sampling data

1985 EPA soil sampling conducted by M&E
1986 EPA soil sampling conducted by E&E
1985-1988 RI Soil Data

1994 EPA sampling conducted by CH2M HILL
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1997 Northwest Corner Sampling (McLaren)

RI SECTION 4: Physical Characteristics

H-3.20 EPA did not incorporate soil moisture and pH data from the 1981 sampling. For
consistency and completeness EPA should tabulate these data, present them on the appropriate
corresponding maps, and evaluate them along with the other available data.

H-3.21 Pages 4-23 through 4-28: EPA has prepared isoconcentration contour maps for TDS,
Chloride, Sulfate, and TOC in groundwater. EPA should:

a) Be consistent with EPA’s prior direction to Montrose to include water quality data from
other nearby sites (e.g. Del Amo, McDonnell Douglas, Trico, Amoco, Armco etc.).

b) Update and revise the text discussions and conclusions as appropriate, after the above-
referenced additional data are incorporated
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3. To ensure objectivity, EPA should refrain from speculating in the absence of data. For

example from Page 4-28:

“It is anticipated that if wells on the Montrose Property were analyzed for TOC, the TOC plume
may be shown to originate at Montrose”

“it appears a TOC plume exists in the Gage Aquifer”

d) Table 4.1 should be updated with the 1981 data

e) Table 4.4 should be re-aligned.
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f) Figure 4.7 should be updated with 1981 data.

g) Figure 4.8 should be updated with 1981 data.

. The date for the Model Input Arrays in the explanations for Figures 4.14, 4.15, 4.16, and
4.17, should be corrected from 1987 to 1997

. Figures 4.23a, 4.23b, 4.23c, 4.24a, 4.24b, 4.24c, 4.25a, 4.25b, 4.25¢c, 4.26, 4.27, and 4.28
should be updated and revised as previously discussed to include Del Amo and other site
vicinity water quality data and to reflect the timing and origin of sample data. Figure
4.24b is incorrectly contoured in the vicinity of the Montrose Property.

RI SECTION 5: Nature and Extent of Contaﬁ:ination

H-3.22 Page 5-1: EPA should indicate that RI field work began in 1985. Sampling conducted in
1981 and 1983 prior to the RI was not part of the RI investigation. Work conducted in 1995 and
1997 was a supplement to RI field work.
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H-3.23 Page 5-2: and ‘““Note to Reader” before Section 5 Figures: EPA overemphasizes the
significance of dry vs. wet weight sample results. EPA should provide the reader with the
following perspective regarding dry vs. wet weight results:

The difference between dry vs. wet weight analyses, which is expected to average about
12 percent, is not significant.

The difference between dry vs. wet weight results is within the range of laboratory
acceptance criteria for soil sample analyses which is generally on the order of about 30%.

Given the 6 orders of magnitude range in concentrations detected, the difference between
dry vs. wet weight is not significant.

The difference between dry vs. wet weight results is less than sample variability typically
resulting from soil matrix heterogeneity.

The difference is within the range of reproducibility in comparing duplicate and split
sample results. '

Samples were analyzed in accordance with EPA methods. The only difference is that the
analytical laboratories reported the results on a wet weight basis.

Results reported on a wet weight basis may actually be more representative for risk
assessment, feasibility study, and remedial action purposes since wet weight results reflect
actual soil conditions at the site.
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H-3.24 Page 5-2: For clarification EPA should resolve the apparent discrepancy between the
statement on page 5-2 “alpha-BHC generally comprises about 50 percent of the total BHC”
with the statement on page 5-25 “the majority of the BHC detected at the Montrose Chemical

Site was alpha-BHC”

H-3.25 Page 5-3: For completeness EPA should expand the discussion of supplemental data to
include (at a minimum):

Del Amo
McDonnell Douglas
Trico

Armco

Amoco
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H-3.26 Page 5-5, Third full paragraph: EPA should provide rationale for using a concentration
threshold of 1,000 mg/kg for Total DDT as a key criterion for comparing soil concentrations.

-

H-3.27 Page 5-7, Second full paragraph: EPA introduces the term “hot spots” for describing
high concentrations of DDT Off-Property, but does not provide the basis or quantitative criteria
for use of the term.

H-3.28 Table 5.1A: The many subjective descriptions should either be quantified or deleted (e.g.
“greatly exceed”, “many samples”, “frequent detections”, “some above PRGs”, “mostly”,
“mainly”, and “about”).

H-3.29 Page 5-10: EPA should eliminate the implication that a 0.1 percent difference in
concentration is “significantly less”
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H-3.31 Page 5-11: EPA should provide the primary reference of the statement “chloroform was
present as an impurity.”

H-3.32 Page 5-12: The statement that “a plume could be present but undetected” is speculative
and should be deleted.

H-3.33 Page 5-12: EPA introduces the concept of a “regional benzene plume” in the Beliflower
sand which extends downgradient from the Montrose Property. EPA should refrain from using
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the phrase “regional benzene plume” and the implied association with the Montrose Property, and
should expand the discussion regarding uncertainties regarding the origin of benzene detected in
the Bellflower Sand.

H-3.34 Page 5-13. The statement “The results [of surface water analyses] indicate a decrease in
DDT concentration with distance from the Montrose Property” should be qualified to indicate (1)
concentrations of DDT detected in surface water were low, and (2) the ability to draw
conclusions regarding the origin of low concentrations of DDT detected in downstream areas is
complicated due to the widespread historical DDT use.

H-3.35 Page 5-14: EPA should remain consistent in reporting units of measure for chemical
concentrations (e.g. ug/kg v. mg/kg).

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012578



Record of Decision 1II: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-148

H-3.36 Page 5-14 and Figure 5-3: EPA should report which results from which of the three
analytical labs are presented for the May 1981 sampling. EPA should present the results from
each of the three laboratories in tabular form.

H-3.37 Page 5-14: EPA should pfovide the basis and rationale for the statement “Stauffer
Chemical Company, for and at the direction of Montrose”

H-3.38 Page 5-16: EPA should substitute a more quantitative comparison in place of the phrase
“elevated DDT concentrations.” '

H-3.39 Page 5-16: Table 5.5A, which reportedly shows DDT results for the northwest corner
investigation conducted in 1997, should be provided.
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H-3.40 Page 5-17 and Figure 5.5A: EPA should present the results of the northwest corner
sampling in the same tabular format and on the same figures as are used for presenting other soil
sampling results. The legend to Figure 5-5A is confusing to the reader. EPA needs to define and
discuss the terms “grid point”, “biased point” “shallow” vs. “subsurface” and “CLP Pesticides”, as
well as an explanation for “immunoassay” results. For ease of use by the reader to compare
results, EPA should provide the soil boring identifiers for pre-1987 samples and other relevant
reference points such as the outline of the Central Process Area. EPA should also provide the
rationale for why these results are considered “preliminary” as indicated in the Title Block.

H-3.41 Page 5-18: EPA should revise the statement “the results of the northwest corner
investigation in 1997 indicates that high concentration of DDT may have been diluted by the
grading...” to describe the difference between pre-grading and post-grading surface elevations
which indicates that after the 1985 grading and capping, the northwest corner of the Property
appears to have been a “cut” area. The results of the 1997 sampling are most likely representative
of the original soil remaining in-situ after cutting, and would not therefore be expected to be
subject to mixing or dilution.
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H-3.42 Page 5-18: For clarity, consistency, and completeness, EPA should provide the rationale
for excluding the sampling conducted in 1997 from discussions provided in this section.

H-3.43 Page 5-18: For clarity, EPA should provide the basis for its definition of “successful”
characterization; provide concentration thresholds for defining “DDT soil contamination”;
indicate the specific areas Off-Property for which DDT in soil is not “successfully characterized”;
and provide the criteria that form the basis of determining at what point the extent of DDT
concentrations Off-Property will be considered “fully assessed.” At this stage in the RI process,
and after approximately 18 months since the northwest corner data were obtained, EPA should
explicitly identify what and where “further sampling may be required”, the objective and rationale
for that sampling, and the projected schedule for its completion.
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H-3.44 Page 5-19: The expression “DDT concentrations are still quzte high” 1s sub_]ectlve For
clarity EPA should substitute a more quantitative description or comparison.

H-3.45 Page 5-20: EPA should provide the basis for the statement “highly mobile solvents like
chlorobenzene.”

H-3.46 Page 5-21: EPA should revise the sentence “Concentrations of DDT detected in near
Off-Property two soil samples in two borings...”

H-3.47 Page 5-24: EPA should explain the notation: “It should be noted that other figures and
tables, except table 5-1A, in this report do not include this data”

H-3.48 Page 5-25: EPA should explain and resolve the apparent inconsistency between the
sentence “...the majority of the BHC detected at the Montrose Chemical Site was alpha-BHC”

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999

BOE-C6-0012582



Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-152

on this page and the sentence on page 5-2 that states “alpha-BHC generally comprises about 50
percent of the total BHC...” For ease of use by the reader, a factual presentation of the number
of samples collected and the frequency of detection and concentrations of each isomer detected
would be more meaningful and more useful.

H-3.49 Page 5-28: EPA should explain the notation ”Other figures and tables in this report do
not include the 1994 data.”

H-3.50 Page 5-29: EPA should explain the distinction, if any, between the northwest corner of
the property and the western portion of the Property.

H-3.51 Page 5-33: EPA should provide the primary reference for the statement “chloroform
...was known to be an impurity in the chloral chlorobenzene mix”
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H-3.52 Page 5-34: EPA stated that “benzene found in the saturated zone emanating from the
Montrose Property.” In light of the other confirmed and potential sources of benzene in the
immediate vicinity of the Montrose property, EPA should provide the basis for the speculation
that benzene is “emanating* from the Montrose Property.

H-3.53 Page 5-34: EPA should provide the basis for the statement “the 0.3 percent benzene
which occurred as an impurity”
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H-3.54 Page 5-34: EPA states ... “Jones Chemical, for some period of time, may have dumped
some of its wastes into the Montrose wastewater recycle pond at the time that the LADPW
canceled Jones Chemical’s permit...” [note: emphasis added]. EPA should quantify the period of
time, refrain from use of language such as “dumped”; quantify the volume of “waste”; define the
nature and composition of the waste; specify the time at which the permit was canceled; and

provide supporting references.

H-3.55 Page 5-34: EPA should revise the statement “the locations of the soil samples collected
in this RI were not necessarily sufficient to fully evaluate this potential release point for PCE.
Therefore, the Montrose Property may potentially be a contributing source of PCEto the
subsurface..” EPA is now in the business of identifying “data gaps” and “data deficiencies” for
soil data that were generated more than 10 years ago. For completeness, context, and ease of
understanding by the reader, EPA’s discussion should reflect that PCE was neither a target
chemical nor a compound of concern in conducting the Montrose RI; that although the RI
sampling was not conducted specifically to evaluate the occurrence of PCE in soil, soil samples
were analyzed for VOCs in general; the RI data indicate that the Montrose Property as a whole
was not a significant contributor of PCE to the subsurface, if at all; that the Jones Chemical PEA
sampling was conducted to evaluate the occurrence of PCE in soil and soil gas, and that Jones
Chemical does appear to be a significant contributor. EPA should present and discuss the results
of the Jones PEA sampling. It should not be unreasonable at this time to expect that EPA should
be in a position to specifically identify the objectives, rationale, and locations for additional
sampling that would be sufficient to fulfill EPA’s objectives to “fully evaluate this potential release

point.”
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H-3.56 Page 5-58, fourth paragraph: EPA wrote .”.. groundwater samples collected from
Upper Bellflower Aquitard Monitoring Well MW-25 have previously averaged approximately
900 ug/L, the results of the December 1995 sampling event were only 44 ug/L and 59
ug/L.....These values are much less than the previous data, and indicate that the 1995 data may
be anomalous. Additional sampling is needed to confirm the chlorobenzene concentration at
this location.” EPA’s proposal that additional sampling is necessary to confirm chlorobenzene
concentrations in groundwater at monitoring well MW-25 is not warranted.

EPA provides possible reasons for declines in chlorobenzene concentrations in several monitoring
wells completed in the upper Bellflower aquitard. The reasons stated are not consistent and at
times different reasons are given for the same well in separate sections of the report. These
sections should be rewritten for consistency. The following excerpts were taken from the report
as examples of the inconsistencies,

H-3.57 Page 5-46, second paragraph, “The large decrease in concentrations of chlorobenzene
observed at Monitoring Wells MW-5 and MW-9 may be the result of either: (1) the dissolution of
DNAPL residuals and adsorption of contaminants to aquifer sediments, (2) the presence of
previously occurring lateral flow of groundwater or vadose zone water containing high dissolved
chlorobenzene concentrations during plant operations, or (3) infiltration of surface water during
the late 1995 rainy season and subsequent dilution of dissolved contaminants.”

H-3.58 Page 5-50, third paragraph, In discussing the decrease in 1995 chlorobenzene
concentrations in groundwater from wells MW-05, MW-06, MW-09, MW-10, MW-25, and MW-
27, EPA wrote “The reason for the decrease is not known, but may be due to (1) rapid
infiltration of rainfall during the above-average late 1995 winter rainy season in the Los
Angeles Area and the resultant dilution of dissolved groundwater contaminants at the water
table or (2) potential QA/QC problems.

H-3.59 Page 5-59, first paragraph, In discussing 1995 concentrations of chlorobenzene in
groundwater from monitoring wells MW-5, MW-9, MW-10, and MW-11 EPA wrote “The
substantial reduction in concentrations of chlorobenzene detected in groundwater samples
collected from these monitoring wells is not readily explainable based on concentration trends
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over time, changes in water levels, or distinct changes in observed directions of groundwater
flow. Potential explanations for the....... include rainfall infiltration and percolation of water
from leakage or seepage from or along the alignment of the nearby sewer lines paralleling
Normandie Avenue resulting in flushing or enhanced biodegradation of chlorobenzene.”

H-3.60 Page 5-59, second paragraph, In discussing 1995 concentrations of chlorobenzene in
groundwater from monitoring wells MW-6, and MW-25, EPA wrote “The reduction in
concentrations .... is not readily explainable based on the available data, but given the fact that
these are water table monitoring wells located along the margin of the chlorobenzene plumes the
reduction may be attributable to such factors as the rise in water levels, a change in the
direction of groundwater flow, or biodegradation.”

Measured chlorobenzene concentrations in several monitoring wells decreased in December 1995
from previous sampling events. EPA proposes several reasons why the concentrations may have
decreased but concludes that the decrease in concentrations is not readily explainable from the

available data.

An evaluation of groundwater gradients at the site over the past decade provides a reasonable
explanation for the observed decrease in chlorobenzene concentrations in groundwater from wells '
located in the vicinity of the Central Process Area. In the mid-1980’s groundwater gradients in
the upper Bellflower aquitard, beneath the Central Process Area, formed a radial pattern outward
from the Central Process Area. The radial flow pattern was likely associated with mounding of
groundwater in the upper Bellflower aquitard. By the end of the 1980’s and beginning of the
1990’s, the observed mounding had dissipated and groundwater gradients in the upper Bellflower
aquitard assumed a generally south to southeast direction. For monitoring wells MW-5, MW-9,
MW-11, and MW-27, the observed decrease in chlorobenzene concentrations in 1995 is not
surprising because groundwater no longer flows from the source area (the CPA) towards the
wells. It is expected that shifting groundwater gradients in the vicinity of MW-6 are responsible
for the observed decrease in chlorobenzene concentrations in this well also.

Monitoring well MW-25 also showed a decrease in chlorobenzene concentrations in groundwater
in 1995. Previously the high concentrations of chlorobenzene observed in groundwater at this
well location were believed to be associated with upward migration of chlorobenzene impacted
groundwater from the underlying Bellflower sand. In 1995 a downward gradient between the
upper Bellflower aquitard and the Bellflower sand was present. This downward gradient would
likely prevent upward migration of chlorobenzene impacted groundwater from the Bellflower
sand and could cause the decrease in concentrations observed. Additionally, because it is not
likely that a fixed source exists in the vicinity of MW-25, small changes in the horizontal
groundwater gradients in the upper Bellflower aquitard could shift the chlorobenzene plume in the
vicinity of the well causing significant changes in groundwater concentrations at that location.
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Although EPA provides several possible explanations which could account for decreased
concentrations in the above mentioned wells, changes in the groundwater gradients within the
upper Bellflower aquitard are likely responsible for the majority of the observed concentration
decreases. Unless specific QA/QC problems with the data are uncovered, the data should be

considered valid.

H-3.61 Page 5-48: EPA should resolve the difference between the implication here and on page
5-76 that 1,2-DCA is a “common degradation product of TCE and PCE, which is known to exist
in groundwater in the vicinity of the Montrose Chemical Site” with the statement on Page 5-76
that “the presence of 1,2-DCA does not correlate well with the presence of TCE or PCE in
groundwater. Therefore, the source of 1,2-DCA appears to be more likely from a fuel or
benzene NAPL sources than from TCE and PCE degradation.”

H-3.62 Page 5-49: EPA should provide the reader with the specific objectives and rationale for
the 1995 sampling and indicate what the objectives, rationale and scope of that sampling was,
rather than emphasizing what it was not. EPA understates uncertainties regarding the sporadic
detection of DDT in groundwater samples and overstates the significance of the detection of DDT
in groundwater in order to support subsequent discussions regarding “zones of detected DDT”
and “areas of historically detected DDT”, which are then used as the basis for a hypothesis which

~ does not adequately address the uncertainties inherent in the data used to develop that hypothesis.

EPA needs to present the factual data in a more balanced and objective fashion prior to drawing
inferences and conclusions.
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If EPA is going to differentiate between the various isomers of BHC, then EPA should provide
the range and average percent concentrations for each of the BHC isomers detected.

H-3.64 Page 5-58: EPA’s presentation of the data does not provide the reader with a complete
sense of the nature and extent of contamination, and the apparent and potential sources. As an
illustration, naphthalene is a chemical compound which occurs in groundwater; appears to be
related to sources of naphthalene at the Del Amo Site; and does not appear to be related to
Montrose operations. The occurrence of naphthalene in groundwater indicates that naphthalene,
originating from Del Amo sources east of Normandie Avenue has migrated westward in the
vicinity of the “Del Amo Panhandle”, across Normandie Avenue and beneath the Montrose
Property where naphthalene, as well as elevated benzene and other VOCs, are detected in
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groundwater samples collected from Montrose monitor well MW-1. Naphthalene also appears to
have migrated southward to the vicinity of the Armco Royal Blvd. site where naphthalene has
been detected in samples collected from monitor well MW-25.

H-3.65 Page 5-59: EPA should expand its discussion regarding the representativeneness of the
most recent groundwater analyses, to compare concentrations of other chemical compounds, in
addition to chlorobenzene.

H-3.66 Page 5-59: The statement that “the full downgradient extent of the detectable
chlorobenzene plume in the Bellflower sand is not defined by the existing monitoring wells”
should be replaced with the statement that “the downgradient extent of chlorobenzene in
groundwater at concentrations exceeding both the Federal MCL and the more conservative
California MCL for drinking water has been defined.”
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H-3.67 Page 5-63: EPA should provide the basis for the statement that “p-CBSA in groundwater
. occurs west of Western Avenue” in light of the fact that there are no data presented for
monitor wells located west of Western Avenue,

H-3.68 Page '5-66: EPA should qualify the statement that “the extent of the p-CBSA plume in
the Lynwood Aquifer is not monitoring [sic] well defined.”

H-3.69 Page 5-66: EPA should refrain from speculation and better qualify such statements as
“Chloroform may exist in groundwater from other monitoring wells at concentrations below the

elevated detection limits™

H-3.70 Page 5-68: EPA should rephrase the following statement with regards to choice of such
terms as “usual” and “matrix interferences™:... “the usual detection limit of 1 ug/L for chloroform
is greatly elevated...due to...matrix interferences ... and a chloroform plume extending
downgradient from the Montrose Chemical Site may be present.”
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H-3.71 Page 5-68: EPA should expand or delete the discussion “chloroform may be present but
undetected in other monitoring wells”

H-3.72 Page 5-69 and 5-70: EPA should refrain from speculation with the statement “I¢ is also
possible that a rail tank car carrying chloroform may have spilled on the rail spur north of
Montrose, although there are no records nor other soil sampling evidence of such a spill”

H-3.73 Page 5-70: EPA should provide the basis for use of the term “hot spot” this time in
relation to benzene in groundwater.

H-3.74 Page 5-70: ‘EPA should refrain from implying that the “hot spots” of benzene are
superimposed on the “backdrop, of a wider dzstnbutzon of benzene in groundwater at and
downgradient of the Montrose Property.” ~

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-162

H-3.75 Page 5-70: EPA should indicate that benzene from Del Amo sources may extend beneath
the Montrose Property (e.g. as with naphthalene in monitor well MW-1).

H-3.76 Page 5-71: EPA should rephrase the conclusion that “Near monitoring well MW-
20....pure benzene LNAPL has been found in groundwater...but there is no benzene remaining in
the vadose zone.” The implications that (1) LNAPL at MW-20 is pure benzene and (2) that no
benzene remains in the vadose zone are over-broad. LNAPL at MW-20 (1) is composed
primarily of benzene; (2) occurs at and beneath the water table; and (3) has not been observed in
the overlying vadose zone.

H-3.77 Page 5-78: EPA’s speculation that “A PCE plume may potentially be present from the
Central Process Area to Monitoring Well BF-24 at the Armco site” and “elevated PCE
detection limits ranging from 10 to 100 ug/L;...the extent of PCE contamination may be greater
than is indicated by the detected PCE values” is unfounded.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Record of Decision II: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-163

H-3.78 Page 5-80: For clarity EPA should provide the basis for the statement that “a plume of
1,1-DCB is indicated with a width of approximately 800 feet and a length of approximately
2,000 feet.”

H-3.79 Page 5-83: EPA should qualify or provide the technical basis for inferring a “gradient” in
the statement “The sediment sampling results indicate that there is a DDT concentration
gradient extending from the Montrose Chemical Site through the Kenwood Drain to the
Torrance Lateral. As would be expected, the highest concentrations of DDT in sediment are
nearest to the Property.” The term gradient seems to imply a continuum of sediment, which is
inaccurate and misleading.

s

H-3.80 Page 5-89: EPA should provide the basis for the statement...”chloroform in surface
water appears to originate....or the Farmer Brothers facility.”

H-3.81 Table 5.10A: For clarification and ease of use by reader EPA should present the results
of 1994 EPA sediment sampling in a format consistent with other RI data as opposed to using the
“Range of Detected concentrations for Sample Location Group” '

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites ' March 1999
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Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit

III: Response Summary
Page R3-164

H-3.82 Table 5.10A and 5-12A : For clarification and completeness EPA should discuss the '
footnotes “detected value that has been qualified for quantitative use” in reference to EPA’s

1994 Sediment and Surface water sampling results.

H-3.83 Figure 5.73: For clarification and ease of understanding by the reader, EPA should

provide additional clarification for the “segments” and location of the sediment samples collected

along the Normandie Avenue Ditch and should provide the dates for all the various sampling

events shown on this figure.

H-3.84 Figure 5.73 and 5.74A: EPA should provide the units of concentration for DDT in

sediment

H-3.85 Figure 5.81: EPA should review the Figure against previous draft figures for appropriate ’

assignment and designation of EPA Data Qualifiers.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites

March 1999 i

|

BOE-C6-0012595



Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-165

RI SECTION 6.0

H-3.86 Page 6-22: EPA should provide clarification for the statement that ““The potential for
DDT and BHC to be transported into the atmosphere and surface water with solid particles or as
particulates is high” in light of the fact that the site is capped:

H-3.87 Page 6-23: EPA provides a discussion of aerial dispersion and transport of particulate
DDT but does not provide the basis.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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II: Response Summary

Record of Decision
Page R3-166

Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit

H-3.88 Pages 6-26 - 6-30: EPA should rephrase all discussions and inferences regarding
“groundwater contamination extending through the Lynwood Aquifer” as opposed to info the
Lynwood aquifer. Same comment in reference to “through the Gage Aquifer” as opposed to

“into the Gage aquifer”

H-3.89 Page 6-29: EPA should rephrase the statement “an average infiltration rate of 1 inch
per year is expected in the vicinity of the Montrose Site” to a more accyrate statement which
would state that an average infiltration rate of 1-inch per year was used during calibration of the
regional groundwater flow model, but is not necessarily the rate of actual infiltration at the site.

rMontrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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—

H-3.90 Pages 6-40 through 6-42: EPA should edit the document to ensure that changes in
terminology are made consistently and in such a manner that the meaning is not changed. For
example EPA has frequently, but inconsistently, changed the term “monitor well” to “well” or
“monitoring well” in various portions of the text. Unfortunately, this change in nomenclature is
not consistently reflected in the associated tables, figures, and appendices and at times the changes
in nomenclature result in significant changes to the actual meaning of statements. For example, in
Section 6.5, at the conclusion of the RI Report, there are at least two dozen instances where
“monitoring well” is used inappropriately as a descriptor for water supply wells, including public
supply wells, irrigation wells, and domestic wells.

H-3.91 EPA cites Zeneca’s 1997 Natural Attenuation Study in the references, but does not
appear to incorporate any discussion in the text.

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-168

RI APPENDICES

H-3.92 Appendix D: a) titled “Qualified Data”, has been supplemented with 5 new tables
(Tables D.22 through D.26) variously titled “Split Sample Results ...[Volatile Organic
Compounds...Organochlorine Pesticides. ..Base/Neutral Acid Organic Compounds...Trace
Metals,...and Common Ions] ...in Groundwater.” These tables appear to duplicate unqualified
original, duplicate, and split groundwater analytical data displayed in Appendix G, titled
“Analytical Results of Groundwater Samples.”

b) EPA should remain consistent with the long-established Montrose RI project nomenclature
for “split” samples. “Split samples” in the context of the Montrose RI are specifically
designated as either “laboratory split” samples which are replicate samples analyzed by a
“secondary” or “check” laboratory, or “agency split” samples which are replicate samples
provided to agency representatives for their independent analyses. In the context of EPA’s
use of the term “split” in-.comparing original, duplicate, and split sample results, the term

~“replicate sample” would be more appropriate.

c) EPA should refrain from presenting unqualified data in the Appendix titled “Qualified
Data.”

Montrose Chemical and Del Amo Superfund Sites March 1999
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Record of Decision III: Response Summary
Dual Site Groundwater Operable Unit Page R3-169

d) EPA omits parallel discussions regarding data assessment, data validation, and data quality
evaluations for soil, sediment, and surface water. For completeness, EPA should provide
the results of data evaluations for each environmental media evaluated as part of the

Montrose RI.
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